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PREFACE 


This  book  consists  of  texts  from  various  writings 
of  St.  Thomas  Aquinas  dealing  with  some  major 
problems  of  the  philosophy  of  common  or  uni- 
versal being;  they  do  not  constitute  a  preface  to  the  whole 
of  metaphysics  as  conceived  by  St.  Thomas,  since,  for  him, 
metaphysics  is  at  once  first  philosophy,  so  far  as  it  con- 
siders the  highest  causes,  and  natural  theology  inasmuch 
as  it  considers  God;  indeed,  according  to  the  Angelic  Doc- 
tor metaphysics  in  its  entirety  is  ordered  to  the  knowledge 
of  God;  because  being  is  first  of  all  God,  apart  from  Whom 
no  being  whatever  exists. 

It  is  frequently  said  that  metaphysics  is  the  science  of 
being  in  general.  This  characterization  can  be,  and  some- 
times has  been,  disastrously  misleading.  Metaphysics  is  a 
common  science  inasmuch  as  it  considers  being  as  common 
to  all  that  is  or  can  be,  but  it  is  not  general  if  this  term  is 
taken  to  imply  that  its  subject  (being)  and  its  principles 
are  generic,  and  therefore  univocal,  universals.  On  the  con- 
trary, being  and  its  essential  properties  and  divisions  are 
for  St.  Thomas  transcendental  principles  common  analogi- 
cally or  proportionally  to  all  that  in  any  way  is.  It  is  hoped 
that  this  point  may  emerge  from  an  attentive  reading  of 
the  texts. 

I  trust  that  sufficient  material  has  been  included,  par- 
ticularly in  the  last  two  chapters,  to  make  it  clear  that  for 
St.  Thomas  metaphysics  is  primarily  and  principally  about 
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God.  The  selections  that  comprise  this  book,  however,  aim 
only  at  representing  some  of  the  chief  principles  and  doc- 
trines of  St.  Thomas'  metaphysics,  viewed  more  especially 
as  scientia  communis  than  as  first  philosophy  or  as  natu- 
ral theology.  Current  pedagogical  necessities  or  conditions 
seem  to  dictate  this  preponderantly  general-metaphysical 
collection  of  Thomistic  texts.  (An  adequate  English  text, 
say,  for  a  one-term  or  half-year  course  in  St.  Thomas'  self- 
authored  "general  metaphysics"  is  non-existent,  whereas  a 
magnificent  treatise  on  natural  theology  is  included  with- 
in the  first  twenty-odd  Questions  of  the  Summa  Theolo- 
gica.)  In  a  word,  this  little  INTRODUCTION  is  designed 
to  initiate  the  college  or  university  student,  or  any  in- 
terested person,  into  the  so-called  general-metaphysical, 
rather  than  the  natural-theological,  part  of  St.  Thomas'  in- 
tegral philosophy  of  being. 

It  would  be  absurd  to  suppose  that  this  or  any  transla- 
tion of  St.  Thomas  can  be  a  wholly  adequate  substitute 
for  the  Latin  text  itself.  Almost  every  translation  is  to  some 
extent  an  interpretation,  and  perhaps  this  is  particularly 
true  in  regard  to  translations  of  the  great  thought-laden 
writings  of  the  past.  I  am  only  claiming  that  these  render- 
ings of  the  ancient  Thomistic  texts  succeed  in  conveying 
the  thought  of  their  author  with  a  reasonable  degree  of 
accuracy.1  Hence,  while  it  is  perfectly  true  that  studying 
such  a  translation  is  by  no  means  the  same  thing  as  studying 
St.  Thomas  in  his  own  tongue,  it  is  a  fairly  close  approxi- 
mation to  doing  just  that. 

Now  it  is  often  said,  and  not  without  considerable 
truth,  that  non-professionals,  or  newcomers  to  philosophy, 
cannot  really  read  St.  Thomas.  But,  as  every  experienced 
teacher  of  St.  Thomas  knows,  such  persons  are  often  in 
no  better  case  as  regards  works  about  St.  Thomas.  Indeed, 
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those  inexperienced  in  philosophy  (and  who  does  not  in 
some  measure  or  respect  fall  in  that  class? )  cannot  with- 
out help  from  teachers  successfully  read  any  truly  valuable 
metaphysics  book,  Thomist  or  other.  It  is  of  course  impos- 
sible to  comprehend  the  full  contextual  significance  of  the 
words  one  sees  if  one  is  not  a  master,  if  one  does  not  possess 
in  a  very  high  and  intense  degree  that  firm  quality  or  per- 
fection of  mind  (that  habitus,  to  use  the  proper  technical 
word  for  it)  which  alone  makes  wisdom  attainable.  Never- 
theless he  who,  though  not  in  the  full  sense  a  master,  does 
enjoy  a  metaphysical  habitus  is  needed  to  read  the  book 
with  those  less  experienced,  that  something  of  the  thought 
of  the  author  might  be  mediated  to  them.  In  principle, 
there  ought  to  be  more  chance  of  significant  mediation  if 
this  author  is  himself  a  master  in  the  eminent  sense  of  the 
word.  Herein  lies  the  chief  pedagogical  argument  for  the 
use  of  "great  books." 

Aside  from  the  short  treatise  On  Being  and  Essence 
(and  a  few  other  brief  writings  on  particular  metaphysi- 
cal problems)  there  exists  no  "great  book"  of  St.  Thomas' 
own  metaphysics.  And  this  little  work,  one  of  the  An- 
gelic Doctor's  earliest,  far  from  seeking  to  survey  the 
field  of  "general  metaphysics,"  is,  as  St.  Thomas  explains 
in  his  own  preface  to  it,  concerned  only  with  three  specific 
problems,  being  largely  devoted  to  the  question  of  the 
relation  of  metaphysical  principles  to  logical  concepts.  As 
for  the  Commentary  on  the  Metaphysics  of  Aristotle,  St. 
Thomas  does  not  in  it,  except  rarely  (and  even  then  it 
seems  quite  incidentally),  speak  in  his  own  name.2  One 
will  not  find  in  this  voluminous  commentary  a  systematic 
statement  of  the  distinctive  metaphysics  which  the  An- 
gelic Doctor  himself  developed— not  only  with  the  aid  of 
Aristotle,  but  also  of  St.  Augustine,  St.  John  Damascene, 
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the  Pseudo-Dionysius,  Boethius,  Cicero,  Avicenna,  Aver- 
roes,  of  many  other  philosophers  and  theologians  and 
sages,  pagan  and  Christian,  and  above  all,  of  Holy  Writ. 
One  must  then  look  for  this  metaphysics  throughout  the 
writings  of  St.  Thomas,  and  one  finds  it  embedded,  so  to 
speak,  in  everything  he  wrote,  but  most  conspicuously 
present,  perhaps,  in  some  of  the  Disputed  Questions  (a 
prime  example  is  that  of  the  De  Veritate) ,  and  in  the  two 
Summae. 

Thus,  with  a  view  primarily  to  the  needs  of  students, 
young  or  old,  and  teachers  of  metaphysics,  this  compila- 
tion of  texts  is  intended  simply  to  present  a  fair  sampling 
of  the  wisdom  of  St.  Thomas  Aquinas  at  work  upon  some 
perennial  problems  of  the  science  of  being  as  being  and 
those  things  that  essentially  follow  upon  it. 

The  advantages  for  philosophic  teaching  and  learning 
of  a  compendium  like  this  merit  emphasis.  First  and  fore- 
most is  the  intellectual  challenge  offered  to  teacher  as  well 
as  student.  Both  are  here  confronted  pretty  directly  with 
the  signified  thought  of  a  pre-eminent  philosophical  mas- 
ter. Such  a  confrontation  can  be  more  stimulating  and 
fruitful,  in  the  long  run  if  not  immediately,  than  with  any 
Thomistic  commentary,  however  excellent,  however  use- 
ful or  even  indispensable.  For  although  not  all  philosophers 
are  greater  than  their  best  commentators,  most  of  them 
are,  and  this  is  indubitably  true  of  St.  Thomas. 

Moreover,  texts  of  a  principal  author  leave  the  teacher 
free  to  supply  his  own  commentary  (unencumbered,  per- 
haps unembarrassed,  by  the  remarks  of  others),  while 
obliging  him  to  think  out  a  fresh  one.  This  freedom,  and 
the  obligation  it  entails,  could  prove  a  great  pedagogic 
boon.  Notoriously,  the  second-rate  philosophy  manual  all 
too  often  becomes,  for  teacher  and  student  alike,  a  substi- 
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tute  for  personal  intellectual  effort,  a  soporific  instead  of  a 
stimulant. 

Since  it  is  axiomatic  that  the  teaching  of  philosophy  is 
genuinely  effective  only  so  long  as  the  teacher  himself  is 
actually  learning,  is  it  not  obviously  desirable  to  have  a 
master  as  principal  guide  and  companion  in  the  teacher's 
own  philosophizing  and  in  that  of  his  students?  That  the 
kind  of  cooperative  teaching  and  learning  I  have  in  mind 
can  be  carried  out  successfully  with  the  intelligent  Ameri- 
can undergraduate  has  been  the  repeated  experience  of 
those  who  have  really  tried  it.  The  writings  of  great  phi- 
losophers have  a  kind  of  natural  fitness  to  awaken  and 
nourish  the  intellects  of  beginners  as  well  as  of  mature 
thinkers.  I  do  not  for  a  moment  intend  to  suggest  that 
such  writings  are  of  value  to  every  category  of  "begin- 
ners." Nor  do  I  condemn  the  use  of  doctrinally  sound  and 
solid  textbooks,  however  uninspiring.  On  the  contrary,  it 
is  evident,  I  think,  that  for  certain  normal  and  necessary 
educational  ends  (e.g.,  a  certain  systematic  acquaintance 
with  the  outlines  of  the  main  problems  and  principles,  their 
location  in  the  various  philosophical  sciences,  and  the  re- 
lationships of  these  sciences  to  each  other)  good  commen- 
taries, summaries,  digests,  in  a  word,  manuals  or  textbooks, 
are  indispensable,  fulfilling  as  they  do  the  role  of  maps  for 
travelers  in  unknown  lands. 

Concerning  the  contents  of  the  book  itself  a  few  re- 
marks may  be  useful.  First,  it  will  be  noted  that  several 
important  parts  of  the  book,  e.g.,  the  sections  on  the  mean- 
ing of  being  and  on  analogy,  are  quite  brief,  even  sketchy. 
They  are  so  of  necessity,  owing  to  the  paucity  of  purely 
metaphysical  texts  in  St.  Thomas  on  these  matters.  These, 
and  other,  sections  call  for  considerable  commentary  on  the 
part  of  the  professor;  so  indeed  does  the  book  as  a  whole, 
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and  this  "privation,"  so  far  as  it  elicits  independent  effort, 
quickens  and  inspires  personal  thought  and  reflection,  will 
be  a  positive  educational  blessing.  Secondly,  it  is  quite  pos- 
sible that  this  or  that  professor  or  discussion  leader  may 
not  wish,  or  think  it  feasible,  to  attempt  to  cover  in  class 
or  meeting  all  the  matter  in  this  collection.  Certain  parts 
of  it  might  well  be  considered  proper  subjects  for  col- 
lateral reading.  But  in  any  case  this  volume  is  put  forth 
with  the  not  immoderate  claim  (so  it  seems  to  its  compiler 
and  translator)  of  representing  the  minimum  requirements 
for  a  course  or  plan  of  study  whose  object  is  a  rather  direct 
and  intimate  appreciation  of  the  metaphysical  thought  of 
St.  Thomas  Aquinas. 

I  wish  to  thank  Mr.  Donald  A.  O'Grady,  my  graduate 
assistant,  and  teaching  fellow  in  philosophy  at  this  uni- 
versity, for  his  invaluable  technical  help  in  preparing  the 
manuscript  for  publication. 

Chapter  VI,  and  section  3  of  Chapters  VHI  and  X  are 
printed  with  the  kind  permission  of  Random  House,  Inc., 
being  taken,  for  the  most  part,  from  Basic  Writings  of  St. 
Thomas  Aqui?ias,  edited  by  A.  C.  Pegis. 

James  F.  Anderson 

University  of  Notre  Dame 
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Chapter  I 
What  is  Metaphysics? 

I.    ON    THE    DIVISION    OF    SPECULATIVE 


Objections,  i.  It  seems  that  speculative  science  is 
not  suitably  divided  into  the  three  parts:  natural 
science,  mathematical  science,  and  divine  science. 
For  the  parts  of  speculative  science  are  those  firmly  and 
freely  established  dispositions  (habitus)2  which  perfect 
the  contemplative  part  of  the  soul.  But  the  Philosopher 
in  the  sixth  book  of  the  Ethics*  states  that  the  scientific 
part  of  the  soul,  which  is  the  contemplative  part  of  it,  is 
perfected  by  three  such  dispositions,  namely,  wisdom,  sci- 
ence, and  understanding.  Therefore  the  parts  of  specula- 
tive science  are  these  three  and  not  the  three  aforenamed. 

2.  Augustine  says  in  the  eighth  book  of  The  City  of 
God4  that  rational  philosophy,  namely,  logic,  is  contained 
under  contemplative  or  speculative  philosophy.  Therefore 
the  proposed  division,  since  it  makes  no  mention  of  logic, 
seems  to  be  inadequate. 

3.  Philosophy  is  commonly  divided  into  the  seven  lib- 
eral arts,  among  which  neither  natural  philosophy  nor 
divine  science  is  included,  but  only  rational  philosophy 
[logic]  and  mathematics.  Therefore  natural  philosophy 
and  divine  science  ought  not  to  be  reckoned  as  parts  of 
speculative  science. 
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4.  The  science  of  medicine  seems  to  be  especially  oper- 
ative, yet  in  it  one  part  is  deemed  speculative  and  another 
practical.  So  likewise,  in  all  other  operative  sciences  there 
exists  a  speculative  part.  Hence  in  this  division  mention 
ought  to  be  made  of  ethics  or  moral  philosophy,  regard- 
less of  the  fact  that  it  concerns  action,  on  account  of  the 
part  of  it  which  is  speculative. 

5.  The  science  of  medicine  is  a  certain  part  of  physics 
[or  natural  philosophy]  and  there  are  other  arts  that  are 
called  mechanical,  as  the  science  of  agriculture,  alchemy, 
and  the  like.  Because  these  are  operative  sciences,  it  does 
not  seem  that  natural  philosophy  ought  to  be  classed  with- 
out qualification  under  speculative  science. 

6.  The  whole  should  not  be  divided  in  opposition  to  any 
of  its  parts.  But  divine  science  seems  to  be  a  whole  in  re- 
lation to  physics  and  mathematics,  since  the  subjects  of 
the  latter  sciences  are  parts  of  the  subject  of  divine  science. 
For  the  subject  of  divine  science,  which  is  first  philosophy, 
is  being,  of  which  a  part  is  mobile  substance,  which  natural 
philosophy  considers,  and  another  part  quantity,  which 
mathematics  studies,  as  is  clear  from  the  third  book  of  the 
Metaphysics.5  Consequently  divine  science  ought  not  to 
be  divided  in  opposition  to  natural  philosophy  and  mathe- 
matics. 

7.  Sciences  are  divided  as  things  are  divided,  as  Aristotle 
points  out  in  the  third  book  of  The  Soul.®  But  philosophy 
is  about  being,  for  it  is  the  knowledge  of  being,  as  Diony- 
sius  says  in  his  Letter  to  Poly  carp.7  Now  it  is  by  the  one 
and  the  many,  by  substance  and  accident,  that  being  is  first 
of  all  divided  in  accordance  with  its  [ultimate  and  all-in- 
clusive] division  into  potency  and  act;  and  thus  it  seems 
that  the  parts  of  philosophy  ought  to  be  distinguished  in 
the  same  manner. 
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8.  There  are  many  other  divisions  of  beings  concerning 
which  there  are  sciences  more  essential  than  those  pro- 
ceeding in  accordance  with  the  divisions  into  the  mobile 
and  the  immobile,  the  abstract  and  the  non-abstract.  For 
example,  there  are  the  divisions  into  the  corporeal  and  the 
incorporeal,  the  animate  and  the  inanimate,  and  others  of 
like  nature.  Therefore  the  division  of  the  parts  of  philos- 
ophy should  be  made  on  the  basis  of  differentiating  factors 
of  the  latter  sort,  rather  than  through  those  proposed  here. 

9.  That  science  upon  which  other  sciences  are  based 
ought  to  be  prior  to  them.  But  all  other  sciences  depend 
upon  the  divine  science  as  their  foundation,  because  it  be- 
longs to  it  to  prove  the  principles  of  the  other  sciences. 
Accordingly,  divine  science  ought  to  be  put  in  its  proper 
order,  before  the  others. 

10.  That  mathematics  is  prior  to  natural  philosophy  in 
the  order  of  learning  is  evidenced  by  the  fact  that  children 
are  able  to  learn  mathematics  easily,  but  not  natural  phi- 
losophy, which  can  be  learned  only  by  those  advanced  in 
age  [or  experience],  as  Aristotle  states  in  the  sixth  book 
of  the  Ethics*  Hence,  in  the  sciences  the  order  of  learning 
adhered  to  by  the  ancients  is  said  to  have  been  this:  first, 
logic,  then  mathematics,  thirdly  natural  philosophy,  after 
that  moral  philosophy,  and  finally  divine  science.  There- 
fore mathematics  ought  to  come  before  natural  science  [or 
philosophy  of  nature].  The  division  proposed  thus  appears 
inadequate. 

On  the  contrary,  the  adequacy  of  this  division  is  proved 
by  the  Philosopher  in  the  sixth  book  of  the  Metaphysics 
where  he  says  that  there  will  be  three  parts  of  philosophi- 
cal and  theoretical  science,  namely,  mathematics,  physics 
[philosophy  of  nature],  and  [natural]  theology.9 

Moreover,  in  the  second  book  of  the  Physics10  three 
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modes  of  scientific  knowledge  are  distinguished,  and  these 
evidently  pertain  to  the  aforesaid  division  into  the  three 
philosophical  and  theoretical  sciences. 

Further,  in  the  beginning  of  the  Almagest11  Ptolemy 
also  makes  use  of  the  same  division. 

I  answer:  It  must  be  said  that  the  theoretical  or  specu- 
lative intellect  is  distinguished  properly  from  the  opera- 
tive or  practical  intellect  in  this:  the  speculative  intellect 
has  for  its  end  the  truth  which  it  considers,  whereas  the 
practical  intellect  orders  the  truth  reflected  upon  to  an 
operation  as  to  its  end.  For  this  reason  the  Philosopher  says 
in  the  third  book  of  The  Soul  that  the  speculative  and  the 
practical  intellect  differ  from  each  other  in  their  end;12 
and  in  the  second  book  of  the  Metaphysics  it  is  said  that 
the  end  of  speculative  science  isjtruthl  whereas  the  end  of 
operative  science  is^ction.1^  Naturally  the  subject-matter 
must  be  congruent  with  the  end;  consequently  the  subject- 
matter  of  the  practical  sciences  must  be  those  things  which 
can  be  made  or  done  by  our  work,  so  that  knowledge  of 
them  can  be  ordered  to  operation  as  to  an  end.  But  the 
subject-matter  of  the  speculative  sciences  must  be  things 
that  are  not  made  by  our  own  work.  Therefore  the  con- 
templation of  such  things  cannot  be  ordered  to  operation 
as  to  an  end.  And  it  is  according  to  differentiations  found 
within  this  order  of  things  that  the  speculative  sciences 
have  to  be  distinguished. 

It  must  be  borne  in  mind,  however,  that  while  habitus 
or  powers  are  distinguished  by  objects,  they  are  not  dis- 
tinguished by  just  any  kind  of  difference  at  all  in  these 
objects.  They  are  distinguished,  rather,  in  accordance  with 
those  differentiating  characters  that  essentially  belong  to 
their  objects  precisely  as  objects.  Thus  it  is  merely  acci- 
dental to  the  sentient  as  such  that  it  be  an  animal  or  a  plant. 


WHAT   IS   METAPHYSICS?  J 

It  is  not,  then,  on  any  such  accidental  ground  that  the 
senses  are  distinguished,  but  rather  on  the  basis  of  color 
and  sound.14  Therefore  the  speculative  sciences  must  be 
divided  according  to  differences  of  speculable  objects,  pre- 
cisely as  such. 

Now  for  that  speculable  entity  which  is  the  object  of  a 
J>peci^t^  rjpwer^something  ls  required  on  the  part  of 
the  intellective  power  and  something  on  the  part  of  the 
habitus  of  science  whereby  the  intellect  is  perfected.  On 
the  part  of  the  intellect  it  is  required  that  the j^bjectjbe 
immaterial,  because  the  intellect  itself  is  also  immaterial; 
as  regards  the  habitus  of  science,  the_object  must  be  neces- 
sary, because  science  is  of  necessary  things,  as  is  proved  in 
the  first  book  of  the  Posterior  Analytics.^  Every  neces- 
sary thing,  as  such,  is  immobile,  since  whatever  is  moved, 
so  far  as  it  is  moved,  can  be  and  not  be,  either  in  an  ab- 
solute or  in  a  qualified  sense,  as  is  said  in  the  ninth  book  of 
the  Metaphysics.16  Consequently,  separation  from  matter 
and  motion,  or  from  relationship  to  them,  is  essential  to 
that  speculable  entity  which  is  the  object  of  speculative 
science.  Hence  it  is  according  to  the  order  of  abstraction 
from  matter  and  motion  that  the  speculative  sciences  are 
distinguished. 

There  are  certain  objects  of  speculative  knowledge 
which  depend  upon  matter  existentially  because  they  can- 
not exist  except  in  matter.  These  are  distinguished  as  fol- 
lows. Some  of  them  depend  upon  matter  both  for  their 
being  and  their  being  known,  such  as  things  in  whose  defi- 
nition sensible  matter  is  included,  so  that  they  cannot  be 
understood  without  such  matter.  In  the  definition  of  man, 
for  example,  it  is  necessary  to  include  flesh  and  bones.  It 
is  of  such  things  that  physics  or  natural  science  treats.17 
But  certain  other  things,  though  dependent  upon  matter 
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for  their  existence,  do  not  so  depend  for  their  being 
known,  because  in  definitions  of  them  sensible  matter  is 
not  included.  Such  is  the  case  with  lines  and  number.  And 
of  such  things  mathematics  treats.18  There  are  still  other 
objects  of  speculative  knowledge,  however,  which  do  not 
depend  on  matter  for  existence  because  they  can  exist 
without  matter:  either  they  are  never  found  in  matter,  as 
God  and  the  angels,  or  they  are  in  some  cases  in  matter  and 
in  other  cases  not,  as  substance,  quality,  being,  potency, 
act,  one  and  many,  and  things  of  this  sort.19  The  science 
that  treats  of  all  such  things  is  [natural]  theology,  that  is, 
divine  science,  its  pre-eminent  object  being  Gqd-  By  an- 
other name  this  science  is  called  metaphysics,  that  is  to  say, 
trans-physics,  because  it  is  properly  to  be  learned  by  us 
after  physics  [or  natural  philosophy],  for  it  is  from  sensi- 
ble things  that  we  must  take  our  point  of  departure  in 
order  to  arrive  at  the  knowledge  of  non-sensible  things. 
This  science  is  also  called  first  philosophy,  inasmuch  as^ll 
jhe  other  ^sciences,  receiving  their  principles  from  it,  fol- 
low after  it.  Now,  it  is  impossible  that  there  should  be 
things  which  depend  upon  matter  for  their  being  known 
but  not  for  their  existence.  For  the  intellect,  considered  in 
itself,  is  immaterial.  Consequently  there  is  no  fourth  ge- 
neric division  of  philosophy  in  addition  to  the  aforenamed 
three. 

Answers  to  objections,  i.  The  Philosopher,  in  the  sixth 
book  of  the  Ethics,20  deals  with  the  intellectual  habitus 
inasmuch  as  they  are  intellectual  virtues.  And  they  are 
called  virtues  so  far  as  they  perfect  the  intellect  in  its  op- 
eration, for  a  virtue  is  that  which  makes  its  possessor  good 
and  his  work  good.  Hence,  according  as  the  intellect  is 
perfected  in  diverse  ways  by  means  of  diverse  speculative 
habitus  of  this  sort,  so  are  its  virtues  diversified.  One  way 
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in  which  the  speculative  part  of  the  soul  is  perfected  by 
the  intellect  is  by  the  habitus  of  principles,  whereby  cer- 
tain things  are  known  self-evidently.  It  is  perfected  in  an- 
other way  when  conclusions  are  known  as  demonstrated 
from  first  principles,  whether  the  demonstration  proceeds 
from  lower  causes,  as  in  science,  or  from  the  highest  causes, 
as  in  wisdom.  Since  sciences  are  distinguished  precisely  as 
habitus,  they  must  be  differentiated  by  their  objects,  that 
is,  by  the  realities  of  which  they  treat.  And  in  such  wise 
are  the  three  parts  of  speculative  philosophy  distinguished 
here  and  in  the  sixth  book  of  the  Metaphysics21 

2.  As  Aristotle  makes  clear  in  the  beginning  of  the  Met- 
aphysics22 the  speculative  sciences  treat  of  those  things  the 
knowledge  of  which  is  sought  for  its  own  sake.  The  ob- 
jects logic  deals  with,  however,  are  not  inquired  into  that 
they  may  be  known  for  their  own  sake,  but  they  are 
sought  as  a  certain  aid  to  the  other  sciences.  For  this  reason 
logic  is  not  classed  under  speculative  philosophy  as  one  of 
its  principal  parts,  but  as  something  reduced,  so  to  say,  to 
speculative  philosophy,  inasmuch  as  it  provides  specula- 
tion with  its  instruments— syllogisms,  definitions  and  other 
such  tools— which  we  need  in  the  speculative  sciences. 
Thus,  as  Boethius  also  observes  in  his  Commentary  on 
Porphyry  2Z  logic  is  not  so  much  a  science  as  an  instrument 
of  science. 

3.  The  seven  liberal  arts  do  not  provide  an  adequate 
division  of  theoretical  philosophy.  Rather,  as  Hugh  of  St. 
Victor  says  in  the  third  book  of  his  Didascalon2i  the  seven 
liberal  arts  ...  are  classed  with  the  theoretical  sciences  sim- 
ply because  it  was  by  them  that  those  who  wished  to  learn 
philosophy  were  first  instructed.  These  arts  were  distin- 
guished into  a  group  of  three  called  the  trivium  and  a 
group  of  four  called  the  quadrivium,  so  that  (as  Hugh 
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says)  "by  them,  as  by  certain  roads,  the  keen  mind  might 
enter  into  the  secrets  of  wisdom."  This  pedagogical  de- 
velopment is  quite  in  accord  with  what  the  Philosopher 
lays  down  in  the  second  book  of  the  Metaphysics,  namely, 
that  the  method  of  science  ought  to  be  sought  before  the 
sciences  themselves.25  The  Commentator  also,  remarking 
upon  the  same  text,26  says  that,  before  all  the  other  sci- 
ences, one  ought  to  learn  logic,  which  teaches  the  manner 
of  proceeding  in  all  the  sciences.  And  to  logic  the  trivium 
pertains.  Further,  in  the  sixth  book  of  the  Ethics,  the  Phi- 
losopher says  that  mathematics  can  be  learned  by  children, 
but  not  physics,  which  requires  experience.27  Thus  are  we 
given  to  understand  that  |ogic^pught  to  be  learned  first, 
and  thensjmathematicSjJib  which  the  quadrivium  pertains, 
so  that  by"  these  pathways,  as  it  were,  the  soul  is  pre- 
pared for  philosophical  discipjines^f  another  nature.  Now, 
among  the  other  sciences,  logic  and  mathematics  are  called 
"arts,"  for  not  only  are  they  cognitive  but  they  also  issue 
in  a  certain  work,  which  is  immediately  that  of  reason  it- 
self, such  as  the  orderly  arranging  of  thoughts,  forming 
syllogisms,  regulating  speech;  or  [in  mathematics]  num- 
bering, measuring,  constructing  [the  mathematical  bases 
of]  musical  harmonies,  and  computing  the  course  of  the 
stars.  Other  sciences,  however,  either  are  not  ordered  to 
making  but  only  to  knowledge— as  are  divine  science  and 
the  science  of  nature,  which  cannot  claim  the  name  of  art, 
because  art  is  productive  reason,  as  is  said  in  the  sixth  book 
of  the  Metaphysics2*—,  or  the  sciences  besides  logic  and 
mathematics  are  concerned  with  some  corporeal  work,  as 
are  medicine,  alchemy  and  the  like.  Hence  they  cannot  be 
called  liberal  arts,  because  in  them  man  is  engaged  in  oper- 
ations belonging  to  that  part  of  him  wherein  he  is  not  free, 
namely,  his  body.  But  although  moral  science  is  ordered 
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to  operation,  that  operation  is  not  the  act  of  science  but  of 
virtue,  as  is  clear  from  what  is  said  in  the  Ethics.29  Moral 
science,  therefore,  cannot  be  called  an  art;  rather,  in  moral 
operations  virtue  assumes  the  role  of  art.  Thus  the  ancients 
defined  virtue  as  the  art  of  living  well  and  righteously,  as 
Augustine  remarks  in  the  fourth  book  of  The  City  of 
God.™ 

4.  As  Avicenna  states  in  the  beginning  of  his  book  on 
Medicine,31  the  "theoretical"  and  the  "practical"  are  dis- 
tinguished in  one  way  when  philosophy  is  divided  into 
theoretical  and  practical,  in  another  way  when  the  arts  are 
divided  into  theoretical  and  practical,  and  in  still  another 
way  when  medicine  is  so  divided.  For  when  philosophy 
and  even  the  arts  are  distinguished  as  theoretical  and  prac- 
tical, this  distinction  must  be  taken  in  reference  to  their 
finality,  so  that  what  is  ordered  solely  to  the  knowledge 
of  truth  is  to  be  called  theoretical,  whereas  that  which  is 
ordered  to  operation  is  called  practical.  However,  when 
philosophy  as  a  whole  and  the  arts  are  thus  classified,  it 
is  important  that  in  the  division  of  philosophical  science 
reference  be  made  to  man's  last  end,  namely,  beatitude,  to 
which  the  whole  of  human  life  is  ordered.  For,  as  Augus- 
tine says  in  The  City  of  God,32  quoting  Varro,33  "There 
is  no  reason  why  man  should  philosophize  except  that 
thereby  he  may  be  happy."  So  it  is  that  a  twofold  felicity 
is  claimed  by  philosophers:  the  one  contaupjatjye, the 
otiier^jctiye^jis  is  pointed  out  in  the  tenth  book  of  the 
Ethics.341  And  correspondingly  they  distinguish  two  parts 
of  philosophy,  calling  moral  philosophy  "practical,"  natu- 
ral and  rational  philosophy  [i.e.,  philosophy  of  nature  and 
logic]  "theoretical."  However,  when  certain  arts  are  said 
to  be  "speculative"  and  others  "practical,"  reference  is  be- 
ing made  to  some  special  ends  of  these  arts,  as  when  we 
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say  that  agriculture  is  a  practical  art  but  that  dialectics  is 
theoretical.  But  when  medicine  is  divided  into  theoretical 
and  practical,  it  is  not  with  reference  to  the  end  of  medi- 
cine, since  if  that  were  the  case  the  whole  of  medical 
science  would  come  under  the  heading  of  "practical," 
medicine  being  [entirely]  ordered  to  operation.  The  afore- 
said division,  on  the  contrary,  is  made  on  the  grounds  of 
the  proximity  to  or  remoteness  from  operation  of  the 
things  dealt  with  in  medical  science.  Thus,  that  part  of 
medicine  is  called  "practical"  which  teaches  methods  of 
healing;  for  instance,  that  in  the  case  of  such  and  such 
symptoms,  such  and  such  remedies  are  to  be  applied.  But 
we  call  "theoretical"  that  part  of  medicine  which  teaches 
the  principles  by  which  the  physician  is  guided  in  his  op- 
eration, though  not  proximately;  for  example,  that  the 
[healing?  ]  powers  are  three,  and  how  many  different  kinds 
of  fevers  there  are.  Hence,  if  a  certain  part  of  an  opera- 
tional science  is  called  "theoretical,"  that  part  need  not  be 
classed  under  speculative  philosophy. 

5.  One  science  is  contained  under  another  science  in 
two  ways:  1 )  as  a  part  of  it,  because  its  subject  is  a  certain 
part  [or  type]  of  natural  body,  e.g.,  the  science  of  plants 
is  comprised  under  natural  science  as  a  part;  2)  subalter- 
nated  to  it,  that  is,  when  in  the  superior  science  there  is 
assigned  the  explanatory  cause  (propter  quid)  of  those 
things  about  which,  in  the  lower  science,  it  is  known  only 
that  they  are;  thus  is  music,  for  example,  placed  under 
arithmetic.  Medicine,  then,  is  not  classed  under  physics  as 
a  part  of  it,  since  the  subject  of  medicine,  as  such,  is  not  a 
part  of  the  subject  of  natural  science.  For  although  the 
curable  body  is  a  natural  body,  it  is  not  the  subject  of 
medicine  so  far  as  it  is  curable  by  nature,  but  so  far  as  it 
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is  curable  by  art.  But  since  in  the  healing  which  is  effected 
also  by  art,  art  is  the  minister  of  nature  (because  some 
natural  power,  aided  by  art,  is  the  cause  of  healing),  the  es- 
sential explanation  (propter  quid)  of  the  operation  which 
is  art  must  be  based  upon  the  properties  of  natural  things. 
For  this  reason  medicine  is  subalternated  to  physics,  and 
so  likewise  are  alchemy,  the  science  of  agriculture,  and  all 
other  sciences  of  the  same  order.  It  remains,  then,  that 
physics  in  itself  and  in  all  its  parts  is  speculative,  although 
some  operative  sciences  are  subalternated  to  it. 

6.  Although  the  subjects  of  the  other  sciences  are  parts 
of  being,  which  is  the  subject  of  metaphysics,  it  does  not 
follow  that  those  sciences  are  parts  of  metaphysics.  For 
each  science  studies  a  part  of  being  under  a  special  intel- 
ligible aspect,  distinct  from  that  in  which  being  is  contem- 
plated in  metaphysics.  The  subject  of  such  a  science  is  not, 
properly  speaking,  a  part  of  the  subject  of  metaphysics, 
because  it  is  not  a  part  of  being  in  that  aspect  wherein 
being  is  the  subject  of  metaphysics.35  Rather,  in  virtue  of 
its  own  manner  of  viewing  reality,  each  special  science  is 
rendered  distinct  from  every  other  one.  However,  a  sci- 
ence can  be  termed  a  part36  of  metaphysics  if  it  be  con- 
cerned with  potency  or  act  or  unity,  or  anything  of  the 
kind,37  because  these  principles  call  for  the  same  mode  of 
consideration  as  does  being,  of  which  metaphysics  treats. 

7.  Those  parts  [or  modes]  of  being  require  the  same 
manner  of  treatment  as  common  being38  because  they  also 
do  not  depend  upon  matter.  Hence  the  kind  of  science  that 
deals  with  such  modes  of  being  does  not  differ  from  the 
science  which  treats  of  common  being. 

8.  The  various  additional  divisions  of  reality  which  the 
objection  sets  forth  are  not  essential  differentiating  factors 
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of  those  things  considered  precisely  in  so  far  as  they  are 
knowable.  Consequently,  the  sciences  are  not  differenti- 
ated by  such  factors. 

9.  Although  divine  science  is  the  first  of  all  sciences, 
nevertheless  for  us  other  sciences  are  naturally  prior.  For, 
as  Avicenna  says  in  the  beginning  of  his  Metaphysics,39 
the  position  of  this  science  is  such  that  it  is  learned  after 
the  natural  sciences,  in  which  many  things  are  established 
which  this  divine  science  makes  use  of:  generation,  for 
example,  corruption,  motion,  and  the  like.  So,  too,  it  is 
learned  after  mathematics.  Thus,  for  theology  to  acquire 
knowledge  of  separated  substances,  number  and  the  order 
of  the  celestial  bodies  must  be  known,  and  knowledge  of 
these  things  is  not  possible  without  astrology,  a  science  to 
which,  in  turn,  the  whole  of  mathematics  is  prerequisite. 
Indeed  other  sciences— music  and  ethics,  for  example— con- 
tribute to  the  full  development  of  divine  science.  Nor,  be- 
cause the  same  science  [natural  theology  or  metaphysics] 
which  supposes  those  things  that  are  proved  in  other  sci- 
ences is  the  very  science  that  proves  the  latter's  principles, 
is  there  a  vicious  circle  here.  For  the  principles  which  an- 
other science,  namely,  natural  philosophy,  receives  from 
first  philosophy  do  not  prove  those  things  which  the  first 
philosopher  appropriates  from  the  natural  philosopher.  On 
the  contrary,  such  things  are  proved  by  different,  self- 
evident,  principles.  It  is  because  the  first  philosopher  does 
not  prove  the  principles  which  he  passes  on  to  the  natural 
philosopher  by  principles  he  receives  from  the  latter,  but 
by  other  self-evident  principles,  that  there  is  no  vicious 
circle  in  the  first  philosopher's  definitions.  Moreover,  the 
sensible  effects  from  which  demonstrations  in  natural  sci- 
ence or  philosophy  proceed  are  more  known  to  us  at  first. 
But  when  through  them  we  have  arrived  at  a  knowledge 
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of  first  causes,  from  these  latter  there  will  be  evident  to 
us  the  essential  explanatory  cause  (propter  quid)  of  those 
effects,  proceeding  from  which,  by  way  of  demonstration 
of  the  fact  (demonstratio  quia),  the  existence  of  the  first 
causes  was  established.  In  this  way  natural  science  con- 
tributes something  to  divine  science,  and  yet  it  is  through 
divine  science  that  the  principles  of  natural  science  are 
made  known.  And  for  this  reason  does  Boethius  place  di- 
vine science  last:  it  is  the  ultimate  science  in  the  order  of 
human  knowing. 

10.  Although  natural  philosophy  comes  to  be  learned 
after  mathematics,  since  the  universal  teachings  of  natu- 
ral philosophy  require  experience  and  time  for  their  un- 
derstanding, nevertheless  natural  things,  being  sensible, 
are  naturally  more  accessible  to  our  knowledge  than 
mathematical  entities,  abstracted  as  these  are  from  sensible 
matter. 

2.  ON  THE  NATURE  AND  EXCELLENCE 


As  the  Philosopher  teaches  in  the  Politics,41  when  a  num- 
ber of  things  are  ordered  to  a  single  thing,  one  of  that 
number  must  be  regulative  or  directive,  and  the  others 
regulated  or  directed.  This  indeed  is  evident  in  the  case 

of  the  union  of  the  soul  and  the  body,  for  the  soul  naturally 

jgojqimjuids  and  the  body  obeys.  So  too,  within  the  powers 
of  the  soul,  the  irascible  and  the  concupiscible,  by  a  natural  (\j&y 
ordering,  are  governed  by  the  reason.  Indeed,  all  sciences 
and  arts  are  ordained  to  one  thing,  namely,  the  perfection 
of  man,  which  is  his  beatitude.  Hence,  among  them  that 
one  must  be  the  mistress  of  all  the  others  which  rightly 
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lays  claim  to  the  title  of  wisdom.  For  it  is  the  office  of  the 
wise  to  order  others. 

What  this  science  is  and  what  it  treats  of  can  be  ascer- 
tained if  one  carefully  considers  how  a  person  is  qualified 
to  rule.  Now,  as  the  Philosopher  says  in  the  work  alluded 
to,42  just  as  men  powerful  in  intellect  are  naturally  the 
rulers  and  masters  of  others— whereas  men  physically  ro- 
bust yet  deficient  in  intellect  are  naturally  servile—,  so,  that 
science  is  by  right  naturally  mistress  of  the  others  which 
is  in  the  highest  degree  intellectual.  This  science,  however, 
is  the  one  that  treats  of  the  most  intelligible  things. 

The  latter  we  can  regard  in  three  ways:  firstly,  from 
the  standpoint  of  the  order  of  knowing,  for  those  things 
that  are  the  source  of  the  intellect's  attainment  of  certitude 
seem  to  be  the  more  intelligible  ones.  Thus,  since  it  is  from 
causes  that  the  intellect  achieves  the  certitude  of  science, 
the  cognition  of  causes  apparently  is  in  the  highest  degree 
intellectual.  Consequently  that  science  which  considers 
first  causes  evidently  is  regulative  of  the  other  sciences. 

Secondly,  the  supremely  intelligible  objects  can  be  con- 
sidered from  the  point  of  view  of  the  intellect's  relation 
to  sense  knowledge.  For,  although  the  latter  is  the  cogni- 
tion of  particulars,  intellect  seems  to  differ  from  it  in  this, 
that  intellect  comprehends  universals.  Thus,  the  science 
which  is  maximally  intellectual  is  the  one  which  treats  of 
principles  supremely  universal.  Now,  these  are  being  and 
those  things  [or  principles]  that  follow  upon  being,  as  one 
and  many,  potency  and  act.  Such  principles,  however, 
ought  not  to  remain  completely  indeterminate,43  since 
without  them  full  cognition  of  things  proper  to  a  given 
genus  or  species  cannot  be  had.  Moreover,  since  each  genus 
of  beings  needs  these  principles  for  the  very  knowledge 
of  itself,  they  would  with  equal  justification  be  treated  in 
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any  particular  science  at  all.  It  follows  that  principles  of 
this  kind  are  not  to  be  dealt  with  in  any  one  particular 
science.  Therefore  the  task  of  dealing  with  such  principles 
devolves  upon  that  single  common  science  which,  being 
in  the  highest  degree  intellectual,  is  regulative  of  the  other 
sciences. 

Thirdly,  the  supremely  intelligible  objects  of  which  we 
speak  can  be  considered  from  the  standpoint  of  the  intel- 
lect's own  cognition.  Thus,  since  every  thing  has  intellec- 
tive power  in  consequence  of  its  freedom  from  matter, 
those  things  must  be  pre-eminently  intelligible  which  exist 
in  complete  separation  from  matter.  The  intelligible  ob- 
ject and  the  intellect  must  be  proportioned  to  each  other, 
and  must  be  of  one  genus,44  since  the  intellect  and  the  in- 
telligible are  in  act  one.  Now,  those  things  are  in  the  high- 
est degree  separated  from  matter  which  abstract  not  only 
from  signate  matter,  "as  do  natural  forms  taken  univer- 
sally, of  which  natural  science45  treats,"  but  which  abstract 
altogether  from  sensible  matter— and  not  only  according 
to  reason,  as  mathematical  objects  do,  but  also  in  respect 
to  actual  existence,  as  with  God  and  the  intelligences.  Evi- 
dently, therefore,  the  science  that  considers  these  things 
is  supremely  intellectual  and  the  chief  or  mistress  of  the 
others. 

Now  the  foregoing  threefold  consideration  belongs  by 
right  not  to  diverse  sciences,  but  to  one  science.  For  the 
separated  substances  referred  to  above  are  the  universal 
and  the  first  causes  of  actual  being.  But  it  pertains  to  one 
and  the  same  science  to  consider  the  proper  causes  of  a 
genus  and  the  genus  itself.  So  it  is,  for  instance,  that  the 
natural  philosopher  studies  the  principles  of  the  natural 
body.  Of  necessity,  then,  it  is  the  task  of  the  selfsame  sci- 
ence to  consider  not  only  separated  substances  but  also 
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common  being,46  which  is  the  genus  of  which  these  sub- 
stances are  the  common  and  universal  causes. 

From  what  has  been  said  it  is  apparent  that,  although 
this  science47  considers  the  three  things  just  mentioned,48 
it  does  not  take  this  one  or  that,  indifferently,  as  its  subject, 
but  only  common  being.  The  subject  of  a  science  is  pre- 
cisely that  whose  causes  and  passions  we  seek  to  know,  not 
the  causes  themselves  of  any  genus  that  is  inquired  into.  It 
is  the  knowledge  of  the  causes  of  a  genus  which  is  the  end 

D  O 

of  scientific  thought.  Although  the  subject  of  this  science 
is  common  being,  the  latter  is  predicated  of  entities  that 
are  wholly  separated  from  matter,  existentially  as  well  as 
logically.  For  among  things  said  to  be  separated  existen- 
tially and  logically  are  found  not  only  those  that  never 
can  exist  in  matter,  as  God  and  intellectual  substances,  but 
also  those  that  can  be  without  matter,  as  common  being.49 
This  however  would  not  be  the  case  if  they  depended 
upon  matter  in  their  being. 

Therefore,  in  accordance  with  the  aforesaid  three  things 
from  which  the  perfection  of  this  science  is  derived,50  it 
receives  three  names:  "divine  science"  or  "theology"51  in- 
asmuch as  it  considers  the  substances  in  question;52  "meta- 
physics" inasmuch  as  it  considers  being  and  the  things  that 
follow  upon  it— for  these  transphysical  principles  are  dis- 
covered in  the  process  of  resolution  as  the  more  common 
after  the  less  common—;  and  "first  philosophy"  inasmuch 
as  it  considers  the  first  causes  of  things.  It  is  evident,  then, 
what  the  subject  of  this  science  is,  and  how  it  is  related  to 
other  sciences,  and  how  it  is  named. 


Chapter  II 
The  Subject  of  Metaphysics 


Because  a  science  ought- to- -investigate  not  only  its 
proper  subject^but  also  the  Matter's  essential  at- 
'  tributes,2  Aristotle  says  that  there  exists  a  science 
which  takes  as  its  subject  being  precisely  as  such,  and 
"those  things  which  belong  to  being  in  virtue  of  its  own 
nature,"  namely,  being's  essential  attributes. 

Aristotle  here  uses  the  expression  "being  in  so  far  as  it 
is  being"  because  the  other  sciences,  which  treat  of  par- 
ticular beings,  do  indeed  consider  being,  for  all  the  sub- 
jects of  sciences  are  beings,  yet  they  do  not  consider  being 
as  being,  but  as  this  sort  of  being;  for  example,  number, 
line,  fire,  or  something  of  the  kind. 

Aristotle  employs  the  phrase  "and  those  things  belong- 
ing to  being  in  virtue  of  its  ownjiaiiire,"  not  simply  "those 
things  which  appertain  to  or  exist  in  being,"  in  order  to 
point  out  that  it  is  not  the  office  of  a  science  to  consider 
those  things  that  exist  in  its  subject  accidentally  but  only 
those  that  are  pre^ejtt-in-it-essentially.  Thus,  geometry  is 
not  concerned  with  the  question  whether  a  triangle  is  made 
of  copper  or  of  wood,  but  only  with  its  absolute  nature, 
according  to  which  it  has  three  equal  angles.3  It  does  not, 
therefore,  appertain  to  the  science  whose  subject  is  being 
to  consider  all  that  exists  in  it  accidentally,  since  it  would 
then  be  taking  into  account  accidents  which  are  investi- 
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gated  in  all  sciences.  For  although  all  accidents  exist  in 
some  being,  not  all  accidents  exist  in  a  being  inasmuch  as 
it  is  being.  Thus  essential  accidents  of  an  inferior  or  a  sub- 
ordinate thing  are  accidental  accidents  in  relation  to  the 
superior;  for  example,  accidents  essential  to  man  are  not 
essential  to  animal.4 

The  necessity  of  this  science  of  metaphysics,  which  con- 
templates being  and  its  essential  attributes,  is  manifest; 
such  things  ought  not  to  remain  unknown  because  it  is 
upon  them  that  knowledge  of  other  things  depends,  for 
on  the  knowledge  of  common  or  universal  things  hinges 
the  knowledge  of  proper  or  individual  things. 

That  this  science  is  not  a  particular  science,  Aristotle 
shows  by  the  following  argument.  No  particular  science 
considers  universal  being  as  such,  but  only  some  part  of 
being  cut  off  from  its  other  parts,  and  of  this  separated 
part  it  examines  the  essential  attribute.  The  mathematical 
sciences,  for  instance,  investigate  a  particular  kind  of  be- 
ing, namely,  the  quantitative,5  whereas  the  common  sci- 
ence, metaphysics,  considers  universal  being  as  being. 
Therefore  it  is  not  to  be  identified  with  any  particular 
science. 

No  particular  science  treats  of  being  as  being,  that  is, 
being-in-common,  nor  does  any  particular  science  treat 
of  any  particular  being,  simply  as  being.  For  instance, 
arithmetic  does  not  consider  number  as  being,  but  as  num- 
ber. It  is  the  office  of  the  metaphysician,  however,  to  con- 
sider any  and  every  being,  precisely  as  being.6 

And  because  it  pertains  to  the  same  science  to  consider 
being  as  being,  "and,  concerning  being,  what  it  is,"  name- 
ly, its  essence  (for  every  thing  has  actual  existence  through 
its  essence),  so  it  is  that  the  particular  sciences  ...  are  not 
concerned  with  the  problem  of  determining  what  being 
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is— its  quiddity  or  essence  and  its  definition,  which  signifies 
the  essence.  Rather,  from  the  essence  such  sciences  pro- 
ceed to  other  matters,  using  the  presupposed  essence,  as  if 
it  were  an  already  demonstrated  principle,  in  order  to 
prove  other  things.7 

Just  as  no  particular  science  determines  the  essence  of 
its  subject,  so  none  of  them  says  regarding  its  subject,  that 
it  is  or  is  not.  And  understandably  so;  for  it  belongs  to  one 
and  the  same  science  to  settle  the  problem  of  existence  and 
to  discover  the  essence.  ...  It  is  proper  to  the  philosopher, 
to  him  who  studies  being  as  being,  to  consider  both  prob- 
lems. But  every  particular  science  presupposes  concerning 
its  own  subject  both  that  it  is  and  what  it  is,  as  Aristotle 
states  in  the  first  book  of  the  Posterior  Analytics.  And  this 
shows  that  no  particular  science  treats  of  being  as  such, 
nor  of  any  being  precisely  as  being.8 

2.    THE    MEANING    OF    BEING    (efis) 

A.  In  Relation  to  the  Act  of  Existing  (esse) 

That  which  first  falls  under  the  intellect's  grasp  l^tjeing 
(ens).  Thus  the  intellect  necessarily  attributes  being  to 
everything  it'apprehends.9  Beiifg  means  that-which-is,  or 
exists  (esse  habens).1Q 

The  verb  ipconsignifies  composition,11  because  it  does 
not  signify  this  principally  but  secondarily.  Is  signifies 
primarily  that  which  the  intellect  apprehends  as  being  ab- 
solutely actual,  for  in  the  absolute  sense  is  means  to  be  in 
act,  and  thus  its  mode  of  signification  is  that  of  a  verb.  But, 
since  the  actuality  which  is  principally  signifies  is  uni- 
versally the  actuality  of  every  form,  whether  substantial 
or  accidental,  when  we  wish  to  signify  that  any  form  or 
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any  act  whatever  actually  exists  in  a  subject,  we  express 
that  fact  by  this  verb  is.12 

The  word  being  (ens)  is  imposed  fromtJiej^ery^act 
of  existing,  as  Avicenna  remarks,  whereas  the  word 
thing  (res)  is  imposed  from  the  essence  or  quiddity.13 
Being  properly  signifies:  something-existing-in-act.14  Be- 
ing means  that-which-has-existence-in-act.  Now,  this  is 
substance,  which  subsists.15 

The  act  of  existing  ( esse)  is  that  by  which  substance  is 
given  the  name  of  being  (ens).16  This  act  is  the  actuality 
of  every  form  or  nature.17 

What18  I  call  esse  is  among  all  principles  the  most  per- 
fect; which  is  evident  from  the  fact  that  act  is  always  more 
!  perfect  than  potentiality.19  Now,  any  designated  form  is 
understood  to  exist  actually  only  in  virtue  of  the  fact  that 
it  is  held  to  be.  Thus,  humanity  or  fire  can  be  considered 
as  existing  in  the  potentiality  of  matter,  or  as  existing  in 
the  active  power  of  an  agent,  or  also  as  existing  in  an  intel- 
lect. But  that  which  has  esse  is  made  actually  existent.  It  is 
■  evident,  therefore,  that  what  I  call  esse  is  the  actuality  of 
all  acts,  and  for  this  reason  it  is  the  perfection  of  all  per- 
fections. Nor  is  it  to  be  thought  that  something  is  added 
to  what  I  call  esse  which  is  more  formal  than  esse  itself, 
thus  determining  it  as  an  act  determines  a  potentiality.  For 
the  esse  I  speak  of  is  essentially  other  than  that  to  which 
it  is  added  as  a  certain  determining  principle.20 

Now,  nothing  can  be  added  to  esse  that  is  extraneous  to 
it,  since  nothing  is  extraneous  to  it  except  nothing  (non- 
-  ens).  .  .  .  Esse,  then,  is  not  determined  by  another  as  a  po- 
tentiality is  determined  by  an  act,  but  esse  is  determined 
as  an  act  by  a  potentiality.  .  .  .21  And  in  this  way  is  one 
esse  distinguished  from  another  esse,  namely,  according 
as  it  is  the  esse  of  this  nature,  or  essence,  or  of  that. 
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Esse  is  what  is  innermost  in  each  and  every,  thing^  and 
what  is  deepest  in  them  all,  for  it  is  formal  in  respect  of 
all  that  is  in  a  thing.22 

Esse  itself  is  act  in  relation  to  both  composite  and  simple 
natures.  Composite  natures  are  not  made  specifically  what 
they  are  by  this  act,  but  rather  by  the  form  in  them,  for 
7 '  specification  concerns  a  thing's  essence  whereas  esse  evi- 
dently pertains  to  the  question  wuether_a_thingis.  Nor  are 
angelic  substances  so  specified.  Rather,  their  differentia- 
tion into  species  is  based  on  those  simple^subsisting  forms 
which  they  themselves  are,  and  which  differ  specifically 
according  to  their  own  grade  of  perfection.23 

Taken  absolutely,  as  including  in  itself  every  perfection 
of  being,  esse  is  superior  to  life  and  to  all  other  subsequent 

perfections Yet  if  esse  is  considered  as  it  is  participated 

in  any  thing  whatever  which  does  not  possess  the  total  per- 
fection of  being,  but  has  imperfect  being— and  this  is  the 
case  with  all  creatures—,  then  clearly  esse  in  union  with  the 
superadded  perfection  is  higher.  Accordingly  Dionysius 
says  that  living  things  are  better  than  merely  existing 
things,  and  intelligent  things  than  merely  living  things.24 

Esse,  as  such,  is  nobler  than  everything  that  follows 
upon  it.25  Thus,  considered  absolutely  and  in  itself,  this 
act  is  nobler  than  the  act  of  understanding.  .  .  .  Indeed, 
that  which  excels  in  being  (in  esse)  is  purely  and  simply  IP 
nobler  than  any  thing  which  excels  in  any  perfection  con- 
sequent upon  being.  .  .  ,26 

B.  In  Relation  to  Essence 

Being  (ens),  understood  as  signifying  the  entity  of  a 
thing  (entitas  rei),  is  divided  into  the  ten  categories,  and 
thus  taken,  being  (ens)  is  convertible  with  thing  (res).27 
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The  name  esse?ice  is  taken  from  being  expressed  in  the 
first  mode  [namely,  as  it  is  divided  into  the  ten  categories] , 
not  from  being  expressed  in  the  second  mode  [namely,  as 
it  signifies  the  truth  of  propositions] .  For,  as  is  clear  in  the 
case  of  privations,  in  the  latter  mode  we  call  some  things 
beings  which  do  not  have  an  essence.  .  .  .  Because  being 
said  in  the  first  mode  is  divided  into  the  ten  categories, 
essence  must  signify  ^something  common  to  all  natures, 
through  which  diverse  beings  are  placed  in  diverse  genera 
and  species.  For  instance,  humanity  is  the  essence  of  man, 
and  so  with  other  things.28 

Moreover,29  since  that  by  which  a  thing  is  constituted 
in  its  proper  genus  and  species  is  what  is  signified  by  the 
definition  indicating  what  the  thing  is,  philosophers  have 
taken  to  using  the  name  quiddity  for  theJiame  essence. 
The  Philosopher  frequently  calls  this  the  quod  quid  erat 
esse:30  that  by  which  a  tbmgjs^gsnhat.  It  is  also  called  form 
inasmuch  as  form  signifies  the  complete  essential  determi- 
nation31 of  each  thing.  .  .  .  Also,  it  is  called  nature  ...  ac- 
cording as  nature  is  said  to  be  that  which  can  be  grasped 
by  the  intellect  in  any  way;  for  a  thing  is  intelligible  only 
by  its  definition  and  essence.  .  .  .  But  "nature"  also  seems 
to  signify  the  essence  of  the  thing  as  ordered  to  its.pxoper 
operation,  for  nothing  is  without  its  proper  operation.  The  i 
name  quiddity,  on  the  other  nand,  is  derived  from  that 
which  is  signified  by  the  definition, -whereas  essence  means 
that  through  which  and  in  which  2.  thing  has  its  act  of 
existing. 


Chapter  III 

Modes  and  Divisions 
of  Being  (ens\ 

I.   WAYS    OF    PREDICATING    "BEING" 

Being  is  spoken  of  in  many  ways.  In  one  way,  some- 
thing is  called  a  being  because  it  subsists  in  itself;1 
in  another  way  because  it  is  a  principle  of  subsist- 
ing being,  as  in  the  case  of  form;  thirdly,  because  it  is  a 
disposition  of  a  subsisting  being— for  instance,  a  quality; 
fourthly,  because  it  is  a  privation  of  a  disposition  of  a  sub- 
sisting being,  such  as  blindness.2 

Being3  expressed  in  one  way,  is  divided  into  the  ten 
categories,  and  it  then  signifies  something  existing  in  na- 
ture, whether  it  be  a  substance,  as  man,  or  an  accident,  as 
color.  In  a  second  mode,  being  signifies  the  truth  of  a 
proposition,  inasmuch  as  it  is  said  that  an  affirmation  is  true 
when  it  signifies  that  that  which  is,  is,  and  a  negation  is 
true  when  it  signifies  that  that  which  is  not,  is  not.  Being, 
taken  in  this  sense,  signifies  the  composition  which  the 
intellect,  composing  and  dividing,  introduces.  Thus,  all 
things  which  are  called  beings  in  the  first  way  are  beings 
also  in  the  second  way,  for  everything  that  has  natural 
being  in  things  can  be  signified  to  exist  by  an  affirmative 
proposition,  as  when  it  is  said:  color  is,  or  man  is.  But  not 
all  those  entities  that  are  beings  in  the  second  mode  are 
beings  also  in  the  first  mode.  For  an  affirmative  proposition 
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is  made  regarding  a  privation,  such  as  blindness,  when  it  is 
said:  blindness  is.  And  yet  blindness  is  not  a  being  existing 
in  the  nature  of  things;  it  is  the  loss  of  some  actual  entity. 
In  a  word,  even  privations  and  negations  are  called  beings 
according  to  the  second  mode,  but  not  the  first.  As  regards 
both  these  modes,  however,  being  is  predicated  in  diverse 
ways.  Taken  in  the  first  mode,  being  is  a  substantial  predi- 
cate, and  pertains  to  the  question,  what  a  thing  is;  in  the 
second  mode,  being  is  an  accidental  predicate  .  .  .  and  per- 
tains to  the  question,  whether  a  thing  is.4 

Being5  is  not  placed  in  the  definition  of  creature,  because 
being  is  neither  a  genus  nor  a  difference.  Being  is  partici- 
pated in  as  a  reality  not  existing  from  the  essence  of  the 
thing;  and  for  this  reason  the  question,  whether  a.  thing  is, 
is  other  than  the  question,  what  a  thing  is.  Now,  inasmuch 
as  everything  outside  the  essence  of  a  thing  may  be  called 
an  "accident,"6  that  esse  which  pertains  to  the  question, 
whether  a  thing  is,  is  an  "accident."  The  Commentator 
[Averroes]  thus  states  .  .  .  that  the  proposition,  "Socrates 
is,"  belongs  in  the  class  of  accidental  predication,  accord- 
ing as  it  imports  the  entity  of  real  being,  or  the  truth  of 
proposition.  Yet  it  is  true  that,  so  far  as  it  implies  the  real 
subject  (res)  to  which  this  act  of  existing  belongs,  the 
name  being  signifies  the  essence  of  such  subjects,  and  is 
divided  into  the  ten  categories— though  not  univocally,  be- 
cause actual  existence  does  not  belong  to  all  things  accord- 
ing to  the  same  concept.7 

Note  that  esse  is  not  an  accident  generically  so  called, 
where  esse  signifies  the  act  of  existing  of  the  substance— 
for  this  is  the  act  of  the  essence—,  but  esse  is  termed  an 
"accident"  because  of  a  certain  likeness,  seeing  that  this 
act  is  not  a  part  of  the  essence  any  more  than  an  acci- 
dent is.8 
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Being9  is  twofold:  being-of-reason  and  being-of-nature. 
Being-of-reason  is  predicated  properly  of  those  inten- 
tions which  the  reason  discovers  in  the  things  it  considers, 
such  as  the  generic,  the  specific,  and  other  like  intentions— 
which  indeed  are  not  found  in  the  nature  of  things,  but 
follow  upon  the  consideration  of  reason.  And  this  kind  of 
being,  namely,  being-of-reason,  is  properly  the  subject  of 
logic.  Now,  intelligible  intentions  of  the  sort  spoken  of 
are  paralleled  by  beings-of-nature,  since  all  beings-of-na- 
ture  come  within  the  purview  of  reason.  The  subject  of 
logic  thus  extends  to  all  the  things  of  which  being-of- 
nature  is  predicated.  Aristotle  therefore  concludes  that 
the  subject  of  logic  is  paralleled  by  the  subject  of  philos- 
ophy, which  is  being-of-nature,  real  being.  Hence  the 
philosopher  proceeds  from  the  principles  of  real  being 
itself  in  order  to  prove  whatever  has  to  be  taken  into  ac- 
count respecting  its  common  accidents.  In  the  considera- 
tion of  these  matters  the  dialectician,10  on  the  other  hand, 
proceeds  from  intentions  of  reason,  which  are  extraneous 
to  the  nature  of  things. 

There11  is,  however,  a  fourfold  division  of  being:  into 
essential  being  (ens  per  se)  and  accidental  being  (ens  per 
accidens),  into  real  being,  or  being-of-nature,  and  being- 
of-reason,  into  the  ten  categories,  and  into  actual  and 
potential  being.  Observe  that  the  division  of  being  into 
essential  and  accidental  is  not  the  same  as  the  division  of 
being  into  substance  and  accident.  ...  It  is  by  the  absolute 
consideration  of  being  that  it  is  divided  into  substance  and 
accident;  e.g.,  whiteness,  so  considered,  is  called  an  acci- 
dent, and  man  a  substance.  Accidental  being,  however,  can 
be  grasped  [not  absolutely  or  in  itself,  but]  only  through 
the  comparison  of  accident  to  substance.  And  this  com- 
parison is  signified  by  the  verb  is,  e.g.:  the  man  is  white;  a 
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predication  which,  taken  as  a  whole,  is  an  instance  of  ac- 
cidental being.  Thus  it  is  evident  that  the  division  of  being 
into  essential  and  accidental  arises  from  the  fact  that  some- 
thing is  predicated  of  a  thing  either  essentially  or  acci- 
dentally. The  division  of  being  into  substance  and  accident, 
on  the  other  hand,  results  from  the  fact  that  a  thing  in  its 
nature  is  either  a  substance  or  an  accident. 

Accidental  being,12  again,  is  spoken  of  in  three  ways: 
firstly,  when  an  accident  is  predicated  of  an  accident— e.g., 
"the  just  [man]  is  musical";  secondly,  when  an  accident 
is  predicated  of  a  subject— e.g.,  "the  man  is  musical";  third- 
ly, when  a  subject  is  predicated  of  an  accident— "the  musi- 
cal [person]  is  a  man." 

Further,13  respecting  the  mode  of  essential  being,  Aris- 
totle first  distinguishes  it  into  the  ten  categories,  pointing 
out  that  being  in  this  mode  is  extramental  and  is  called 
"perfect"  or  complete  being.  Secondly,  he  notes  another 
mode  according  to  which  being  exists  only  in  the  mind. 
Thirdly,  he  divides  being  into  potentiality  and  act.  So  di- 
vided, being  is  more  common  than  perfect  being,  namely, 
than  being  as  divided  into  the  ten  categories.  For  potential 
being  is  being  only  in  a  qualified  and  imperfect  sense.  Aris- 
totle asserts  that  those  things  are  said  to  be,  in  an  absolute 
sense,  which  signify  the  categories.  Now  it  must  be  well 
understood  that  being  cannot  be  limited  to  some  determi- 
nate entity  in  the  manner  in  which  a  genus  is  limited  to 
species  through  differences.  For  the  difference,  since  it 
does  not  participate  in  the  genus,14  is  outside  the  essence 
of  the  genus.  But  nothing  can  be  outside  the  essence  of 
being  so  as  to  constitute  some  species  of  being  by  addition 
to  being;  for  what  is  outside  being  is  nothing.  .  .  .  Hence 
the  Philosopher  had  proved  in  the  third  book  of  his  Meta- 
physics15 that  being  cannot  be  a  genus. 
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Therefore16  being  must  be  limited  to  diverse  genera 
in  accordance  with  diverse  modes  of  predication— which 
themselves  follow  upon  diverse  modes  of  existing,  because 
in  as  many  ways  as  something  is  predicated,  in  just  so  many 
ways  is  something  signified  to  be.  And  for  this  reason  those 
things  into  which  being  is  first  divided  are  called  predica- 
ments, because  they  are  distinguished  according  to  the 
various  modes  of  predicating. 

There17  are  indeed  some  predications  in  which  the  verb 
is  does  not  explicitly  occur.  Let  it  not  be  supposed  that 
in  such  cases  (e.g.,  in  "the  man  walks")  being  is  not  predi- 
cated. Denying  such  a  false  inference,  the  Philosopher  lays 
it  down  that  in  all  such  predications  something  is  signified 
to  be.  In  fact,  every  verb  is  reduced  to  this  verb  is,  and 
its  participial  form  [bt-ing].  There  is,  then,  no  difference 
between  saying  that  a  man  is  convalescing  and  that  he  con- 
valesces; and  so  in  all  other  cases.  It  is  therefore  evident 
that  in  as  many  modes  as  predication  is  made,  in  just  so 
many  ways  is  being  spoken  of. 

2.    THE   DIVISION    OF    BEING   BY   POTENCY 
AND   ACT 

The  primary  simple  principles  cannot  be  defined,  for  in 
definitions  there  can  be  no  infinite  regress.  Act  is  such  a 
principle.  Therefore  it  cannot  be  defined.  Yet,  through 
the  proportion  of  two  things  to  each  other,  it  can  be  seen 
what  act  is.  So  if  we  take  the  relation  of  the  builder  to  the 
buildable,  and  of  one  who  is  awake  to  one  asleep,  and  of 
that  which  sees  to  that  which  has  its  eyes  closed  while 
having  the  power  of  sight .  .  .  ,  proportionally,  from  such 
particular  examples,  we  can  arrive  at  a  knowledge  of  what 
act  and  potency  are.18 
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Potency19  is  spoken  of  in  relation  to  act.  But  act  is  two- 
fold: first  act,  which  is  form,  and  second  act,  which  is 
operation.  As  the  common  understanding  of  the  term  in- 
dicates, act  was  attributed  first  of  all  to  action;  almost 
everyone  understands  act  to  mean  this.  However,  from 
this  meaning  the  term  act  was  transferred  to  signify  the 
form,  seeing  that  form  is  a  principle  of  action,  and  an  end. 
Potency,  then,  is  likewise  twofold:  active  potency,  to 
which  the  act  that  is  operation  corresponds— and  to  this 
the  term  potency20  seems  to  have  been  attributed  pri- 
marily—and passive  potency,  to  which  first  act,  namely 
the  form,  corresponds— and  to  this  the  term  potency  was 
likewise,  it  seems,  attributed  secondarily. 

Now,21  in  any  two  things  whatever,  if  one  of  them  com- 
pletes the  other,  then  the  relation  between  them  is  that  of 
act  to  potentiality;  for  nothing  is  brought  to  completion, 
fulfilled,  except  by  its  own  act.  .  .  .  But  it  is  the  act  of 
existing  itself  which  completes,  fulfills,  the  existing  sub- 
stance; each  and  every  being  is  in  act  as  a  result  of  hav- 
ing the  act  of  existing.  It  follows  that  in  every  one  of 
the  aforesaid  substances22  there  is  a  composition  of  act  and 
potentiality. 

Moreover,  in  a  thing  that  which  is  derived  from  an  agent 
must  be  act;  for  an  agent's  office  is  to  make  something 
actual.  But  it  was  proved  earlier  that  all  substances  ex- 
cept the  first  have  existence  from  it.  In  every  case  it  is 
because  they  receive  their  existence  from  something  else 
that  caused  substances  themselves  are.  This  very  existence, 
then,  is  present  in  caused  substances  as  their  act.  That  in 
which  an  act  is  present  is  a  potentiality.  Indeed  act  as  such 
is  referred  to  potentiality.  Hence,  in  every  created  sub- 
stance there  is  potentiality  and  act. 

Again.  Whatever  participates  in  something  is  related  to 
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that  which  is  participated  as  potentiality  to  act.23  For, 
through  that  which  is  participated  [received]  the  partici- 
pator is  actualized  in  such  and  such  a  manner.  But  it  was 
shown  previously  that  God  alone  is  being  in  virtue  of  His 
own  essence,  while  all  other  things  participate  in  the  act  of 
existing.24  Every  created  substance,  therefore,  is  related  to 
its  own  existence  as  potentiality  to  act.25 

Further.  It  is  through  an  act  that  a  thing  becomes  like 
its  efficient  cause;  for  an  agent  produces  its  like  so  far  as 
it  is  in  act.  But  every  created  substance  attains  likeness  to 
God  through  the  very  act  of  existing  (ipsum  esse),  as  was 
proved  earlier.  Therefore,  existence  itself  (ipsum  esse)  has 
this  status  with  respect  to  all  created  substances:  it  is  their 
act.  Thus,  in  every  created  substance  there  is  composition 
of  act  and  potentiality. 

In26  every  composite  being27  there  must  be  act  and  po- 
tentiality. Indeed  no  plurality  can  become  one  in  an  abso- 
lute sense  unless  in  it  something  be  act  and  something  else 
potentiality.  [Complete]  entities  actually  existing  do  not 
form  a  unit,  except,  as  it  were,  by  way  of  conjunction  or 
aggregation;  and  thus  united  they  are  not  one  in  an  abso- 
lute sense.  But  even  in  such  wholes,  the  parts  themselves 
are  potential  with  respect  to  their  unification,  since  they 
are  unified  actually  after  having  been  unified  potentially. 
.  .  .  Moreover,  every  composite,  precisely  as  composite,  is 
potentially  dissolved,  although  in  certain  things  something 
is  present  that  resists  dissolution.  But  what  is  dissoluble  is 
in  potentiality  with  respect  to  non-existence. 

Every28  thing  other  than  God  has  being  participatively; 
so  that  in  it  substance  [or  essence],  sharing  the  act  of  ex- 
istence, is  other  than  this  act  itself  which  is  shared.  But 
every  participator  is  related  to  that  which  is  participated 
in  it  as  potentiality  to  act.  Hence,  the  substance  of  every 
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created  thing  whatever  is  to  its  own  existence  as  poten- 
tiality to  act.  So  it  is  that  every  created  substance  is  com- 
posed of  potentiality  and  act,  or,  as  Boethius  says,  of 
what-it-is  (quod  est)  and  act  of  existing  (esse). 

3.    THE    REAL    COMPOSITION   OF    ESSENCE 
AND   ACT   OF   EXISTING 

It  is  clear  from  what  has  been  said  already  that  in  every 
created  thing  essence  is  distinct  from  existence  and  is  com- 
pared to  the  latter  as  potentiality  to  act.29  Every  created 
being  participates  in  the  act  of  existing;30  God  alone  is  His 
act  of  existing.31  The  act  of  existing  of  every  finite  thing 
is  participated,  because  no  thing  outside  God  is  its  own 
act  of  existing.32 

Whatever33  is  participated  is  related  to  the  participator 
as  its  act.  . .  .  But  participated  act  of  existing  is  limited  by 
the  [receptive]  capacity34  of  the  participator.  Hence  God 
alone,  who  is  His  own  act  of  existing,  is  pure  and  infinite 
act.  In  intellectual  substances,  indeed,  there  is  a  composi- 
tion of  act  and  potentiality;  not,  however,  of  matter  and 
form,  but  of  form35  and  participated  act  of  existing. 

Now,36  act  of  existing,  as  such,  cannot  be  diverse;37  yet 
it  can  be  diversified  by  something  extrinsic  to  itself;  for 
instance,  a  stone's  act  of  existing  is  other  than  that  of  a  man. 

God's38  act  of  existing  is  distinguished  and  set  apart  from 
every  other  act  of  existing  by  the  fact  that  it  is  self-sub- 
sistent,  and  does  not  come  to  a  nature  [or  an  essence]  other 
than  itself.  Every  other  act  of  existing,  being  non-subsist- 
ing, must  be  individuated  by  the  nature  and  substance 
which  subsists  in  that  act  of  existing.  And  regarding  these 
things  [namely  all  creatures]  it  is  true  to  say  that  the  act 
of  existing  of  this  one  is  other  than  the  act  of  existing  of 
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that  one,  inasmuch  as  it  belongs  to  another  nature.  So,  if 
there  were  one  color  existing  in  itself,  without  matter,  or 
without  a  subject,  by  this  very  fact  it  would  be  distin- 
guished from  every  other  color;  since  colors  existing  in 
subjects  are  distinguished  only  through  those  subjects. 

Because39  the  quiddity  of  an  intelligence40  is  that  very 
intelligence  itself,  its  quiddity  or  essence  is  that  which  it 
itself  is,  and  its  existence,  received  from  God,  is  that  by 
which  it  subsists  in  the  nature  of  things.  Some  therefore 
have  said  that  substances  of  this  kind  are  composed  of 
that-by-which-they-are  (the  quo  est)  and  that-which- 
they-are  (the  quod  est),  or  of  that-by-which-they-are  and 
essence.  .  .  . 

Whatever41  does  not  belong  to  the  concept  of  essence 
or  quiddity  comes  from  without  and  enters  into  composi- 
tion with  the  essence,  for  no  essence  can  be  understood 
without  its  essential  parts.  But  every  essence  or  quiddity 
can  be  understood  without  anything  being  known  of  its 
actual  existence.  For  example,  I  can  understand  what  a 
man  or  a  phoenix  is  and  yet  be  ignorant  whether  either 
one  exists  in  reality.42  It  is  evident,  then,  that  act  of  exist- 
ing is  other  than  essence  or  quiddity— unless,  perhaps, 
there  exists  a  reality  whose  quiddity  is  its  very  act  of 
existing.43  And  there  can  be  only  one  such  reality:  the 
First  Being.  ...  In  every  other  being,  act  of  existing  is 
other  than  quiddity,  nature,  or  form. 

The44  act  of  existing  belongs  to  the  first  agent,  God, 
through  His  own  nature;  for  God's  act  of  existing  is  His 
substance.  .  .  .  But  that  which  belongs  to  something  ac- 
cording to  its  own  nature,  appertains  to  other  things  only 
by  participation.  .  .  .  Thus  the  act  of  existing  is  possessed 
by  other  things,  from  the  First  Agent,  through  a  certain 
participation.  But  that  which  a  thing  has  by  participation 


34  METAPHYSICS    OF    ST.    THOMAS 

is  not  its  very  own  substance.  Therefore  it  is  impossible 
that  the  substance  of  anything  except  the  first  agent  should 
be  the  act  of  existing  itself. 

Now,45  the  composition  of  matter  and  form  is  not  of 
the  same  nature  as  the  composition  of  substance  and  act 
of  existing,  though  both  compositions  are  of  potentiality 
and  act.  This  is  so,  first  of  all,  because  matter  is  not  the 
very  substance  of  a  thing.  If  it  were,  then  all  forms  would 
be  accidents,  as  the  ancient  Naturalists46  thought.  Rather, 
matter  is  a  part  of  the  substance.  Secondly,  this  is  so  be- 
cause the  act  of  existing  itself  is  not  the  proper  act  of  the 
matter,  but  of  the  whole  substance.  For  esse  is  the  act  of 
that  whereof  we  can  say:  it  is;  esse  is  not  said  of  the  mat- 
ter, but  of  the  whole.  Matter,  therefore,  cannot  be  termed 
that-which-is.  On  the  contrary,  the  substance  itself  is  that- 
which-is.  Thirdly,  the  aforesaid  compositions  are  diverse, 
because  the  form  is  not  the  act  of  existing,  though  between 
the  two  there  exists  a  certain  order.  Form  is  compared  to 
the  act  of  existing  as  light  to  the  act  of  illuminating,  for 
instance,  or  as  whiteness  to  the  act  of  being  white.  Finally, 
there  is  this  consideration:  existence  is  act  even  in  relation 
to  the  form  itself.  For  in  things  composed  of  matter  and 
form,  the  form  is  said  to  be  a  principle  of  existing  because 
it  is  what  completes  the  substance,  whose  act  is  esse  itself; 
just  as  the  air's  transparency  is  the  principle  of  illumina- 
tion because  it  makes  the  air  a  proper  subject  [or  receiver] 
of  light. 

To  sum  up:  in  things  composed  of  matter  and  form, 
neither  the  matter  nor  the  form  can  be  designated  as  that- 
which-is,  nor  even  can  the  act  of  existing  be  so  designated. 
^  However,  form  can  be  called  that-by-which-a-thing-is,  or 
exists,  (quo  est),  inasmuch  as  it  is  a  principle  of  exist- 
ing. Nevertheless,  it  is  the  whole  substance  which  is  that- 
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which-is  (quod  est),  and  the  act  of  existing  is  that  by 
which  the  substance  is  denominated  a  being. 

In  intellectual  substances  (which  ...  are  not  composed 
of  matter  and  form,  but  form  in  them  is  itself  a  subsisting 
substance)  form  is  that-which-is  (quod  est),  whereas  esse 
is  act  and  that-by-which  the  form  is  (quo  est).  So  in  them 
there  is  but  one  composition  of  act  and  potentiality,  name- 
ly, the  composition  of  substance  and  act  of  existing,  which 
by  some  is  called  a  composition  of  that-which-is  (quod 
est)  and  act  of  existing  (esse),  or  of  that-which-is  (quod 
est)  and  that-by-which-it-is  (quo  est). 

On  the  other  hand,  in  substances  composed  of  matter 
and  form  there  is  a  twofold  composition  of  potentiality 
and  act:  first,  that  of  the  substance  itself,  which  is  com- 
posed of  matter  and  form;  second,  that  of  the  substance, 
thus  composed,  and  its  act  of  existing.  This  composition 
also  can  be  called  one  of  that-which-is  (quod  est)  and  act 
of  existing  (esse),  or  of  that-which-is  (quod  est)  and  that- 
by-which-it-is  (quo  est). 

It  is  evident,  therefore,  that  the  composition  of  act  and 
potentiality  is  more  comprehensive  than  that  of  form  and 
matter;  matter  and  form  divide  natural  substance,  poten- 
tiality and  act  divide  universal  being.  Accordingly,  what- 
ever follows  upon  potentiality  and  act,  as  such,  is  common 
to  both  material  and  immaterial  created  substances,  as  to 
receive  and  to  be  received,  to  perfect  and  to  be  perfected. 
Yet,  all  that  is  proper  to  matter  and  form,  as  such,  as  to  be 
generated  and  corrupted,  and  the  like,  appertain  to  ma- 
terial substances  only,  and  in  no  way  belong  to  immaterial 
created  substances. 


Chapter  IV 
The  Analogicity  of  Being 

I.    SOME    PRIMARY    CONSIDERATIONS 

A  ll  the  things  of  which  one  common  term  is  predi- 

L\  cated  analogically,  not  univocally,  come  within 
A.  A^  the  field  of  one  science.  Now  being  (ens)  is  in 
this  manner  predicated  of  all  beings.  Consequently  all  be- 
ings are  embraced  in  the  scope  of  that  single  science 
which  treats  of  being  as  being.1 

In  predications  all  univocal  terms  are  reduced  to  one 
first  non-univocal,  analogical  term,  which  is  being  (ens).2 

Being  (ens)  is  not  a  genus,  but  is  predicable  analogically 
of  all  things  in  general;  and  the  same  must  be  said  concern- 
ing the  other  transcendentals.3 

There  is  something  analogically  common  to  being  and 
non-being4  because  non-being  is  itself  called  being  analogi- 
cally, as  is  clear  from  the  fourth  book  of  Aristotle's  Meta- 
physics? Therefore  the  distance  of  nature  between  the 
creature  and  God  cannot  stand  in  the  way  of  a  community 
of  analogy  between  them.6 

As  the  Philosopher  says,  the  term  being,  or  that-ivhich- 
is,  is  used  in  various  senses.  It  must  be  borne  in  mind  that 
a  term  is  predicated  of  diverse  things  in  several  different 
ways,  i)  In  some  cases  the  term  is  predicated  according 
to  a  concept  altogether  identical,  and  then  it  is  said  to  be 
predicated  univocally,  as  animal,  said  of  the  horse  and  the 
cow.  2)  In  other  instances  the  term  is  predicated  accord- 
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ing  to  concepts  altogether  diverse  in  meaning,  and  then  it 
is  said  to  be  predicated  of  things  equivocally,  as  dog,  said 
of  the  animal  of  that  name  and  of  a  certain  heavenly  body. 
3)  In  still  other  cases  the  term  is  predicated  according  to 
concepts  diverse  in  some  respect  and  in  some  respect  not- 
diverse  inasmuch  as  they  entail  diverse  relations,  but  one 
in  that  these  diverse  relations  are  all  referred  to  some  one 
term.  A  thing  is  then  said  to  be  "predicated  analogically," 
that  is,  proportionally,  each  member  of  the  analogy  being 
predicated  according  to  its  relation  to  that  one  term.7 

Now8  a  term  is  predicated  analogically  in  three  ways: 
1)  solely  as  regards  the  concept  involved;  2)  as  regards  the 
act  of  existing,  but  not  the  concept;  3 )  as  regards  both  the 
concept  and  the  act  of  existing. 

The  first  mode  of  analogical  predication9  is  present  when 
one  concept  is  attributed  to  a  number  of  things  by  priority 
and  posteriority,  yet  is  realized  in  but  one  of  them.  Thus 
the  concept  of  health  is  applied  to  the  animal,  to  urine,  and 
to  diet  in  various  ways,  according  to  priority  and  posteri- 
ority, though  not  according  to  a  diverse  act  of  existing, 
because  health  exists  actually  only  in  the  animal.10 

The  second  mode  of  analogical  predication11  is  in  effect 
when  several  things  are  put  on  an  equal  footing  under  one 
and  the  same  common  concept,  although  the  nature  that 
they  share  in  common  exists  diversely  in  them.  Thus  all 
bodies  [however  diverse  they  may  be  in  their  actual  ex- 
istence] are  on  a  par  so  far  as  the  concept  of  corporeity  is 
concerned.  Thus  the  logician,  who  considers  intentions 
only,  says  that  the  term  body  is  predicated  univocally  of 
all  bodies,  and  yet  corporeity  does  not  exist  in  corruptible 
and  in  incorruptible  bodies  in  the  same  mode.  Hence,  for 
the  metaphysician  and  the  philosopher  of  nature,  who  con- 
sider things  in  their  actual  being,  neither  the  term  body 
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nor  any  other  term  is  said  univocally  of  corruptible  and 
incorruptible  things,  as  is  clear  from  what  the  Philos- 
opher12 and  the  Commentator  say. 

The  third  mode  of  analogical  predication13  is  found 
where  there  is  no  equality  either  with  respect  to  the  com- 
mon concept  involved  or  to  actual  existence.  It  is  in  this 
mode  that  being  (ens),  for  instance,  is  predicated  of  sub- 
stance and  of  accident.  And  in  all  such  cases14  the  common 
term  must  exist  in  some  way  in  each  of  the  things  of  which 
it  is  predicated,  while  differing  with  respect  to  greater  or 
lesser  perfection.15 

It16  happens  in  two  ways  that  a  term  is  predicated  of  a 
number  of  things  according  to  different  concepts.  In  one 
way,  according  to  concepts  completely  diverse,  having  no 
relationship  to  one  [common  meaning].  And  such  things 
are  said  to  be  equivocal  by  chance,  because  it  is  only  for- 
tuitously that  a  man  applies  one  name  to  one  thing  and 
another  name  to  something  else,  as  is  particularly  evident 
in  the  case  of  different  men  who  are  called  by  the  same 
name.  In  another  way,  one  name  is  predicated  of  a  num- 
ber of  things  according  to  concepts  not  totally  other  but 
agreeing  in  some  one  thing— sometimes,  indeed,  in  the  fact 
that  they  are  referred  to  one  principle.  Thus  a  thing  is 
called  military  either  because  it  is  a  military  man's  instru- 
ment—a sword,  perhaps— or  because  it  is  his  clothing,  such 
as  a  cuirass,  or  because  it  is  his  vehicle,  for  example,  a  horse. 
But  sometimes  those  concepts  agree  in  being  all  referred 
to  one  end,  as  medicine  is  called  healthy  because  it  pro- 
duces health,  diet  because  it  conserves  health,  urine  be- 
cause it  indicates  health.  In  other  instances,  however,  terms 
agree  according  to  different  proportions  to  the  same  sub- 
ject, as  a  quality  is  called  a  being  because  it  is  a  disposition 
of  per  se  being,  namely,  of  substance,  quantity  because  it 
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is  a  measure  of  substance,  and  so  forth.17  Finally,  the  terms 
may  agree  according  to  one  proportion  to  diverse  sub- 
jects.18 Thus  sight  is  in  relation  to  the  body  what  intellect 
is  in  relation  to  the  soul,  so  that  just  as  sight  is  a  power  of 
a  bodily  organ,  so  intellect  is  a  power  of  the  soul  in  which 
the  body  does  not  participate.  Aristotle  therefore  says  that 
good  is  predicated  of  many  things,  not  through  concepts 
completely  different,  as  with  things  equivocal  purely  by 
chance,  but  rather  by  way  of  analogy,  that  is,  by  the  same 
proportion,  seeing  that  all  goods  depend  upon  one  first 
principle  of  goodness,  or  are  all  ordered  to  one  end.  For 
Aristotle  did  not  mean  that  that  separated  Good  was  the 
idea  and  intelligible  form  (ratio)  of  all  goods,  but  their 
principle  and  end.  Or,  again,  all  things  are  said  to  be  good 
according  to  analogy  or  the  same  proportion  in  this  way, 
that  just  as  sight,  for  example,  is  a  good  of  the  body,  so 
intellect  is  a  good  of  the  soul.  Indeed  Aristotle  prefers  this 
third  mode  of  analogy19  because  it  is  based  upon  the  good- 
ness inhering  in  things.  In  the  first  two  modes,  involving 
as  they  do  predication  in  respect  to  the  separated  good,  a 
thing  is  not  so  properly  denominated  good  as  it  is  in  the 
third  one.20 


2.    APPLICATIONS:    THE    PROBLEM    OF   THE 

ANALOGICAL    COMMUNITY   BETWEEN 

CREATURES    AND    GOD 

It21  must  be  said  that  nothing  can  be  predicated  univocally 
of  the  creature  and  God;  for  in  all  univocals  the  intelligible 
nature  signified  by  the  name  ( ratio  nominis)  is  common  to 
each  of  the  things  of  which  that  name  is  univocally  predi- 
cated. Thus,  with  respect  to  thatjiatujx^-univocals  are  o 


* 
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equal,  although  in  its  actual  existence  one  can  be  prior  or 
posterior  to  another.  For  example,  so  far  as  the  concept  of 
number  itself  is  concerned,  all  numbers  are  on  a  par,  yet  in 
fact  one  number  may  be  prior  to  another.  Now,  however 
much  it  may  imitate  God,  no  creature  can  ever  attain  to 
this,  that  anything  the  same  in  its  very  intelligible  essence 
should  be  common  to  it  and  to  God.  For,  those  things 
which,  as  regards  the  same  intelligible  essence,  are  present 
in  diverse  subjects,  are  common  to  them  in  point  of  sub- 
stance [second  substance]  or  of  quiddity,  but  are  distinct 
in  point  of  existence  (esse).  But  whatever  is  in  God  is  His 
own  proper  act  of  existing;  for  just  as  essence  in  Him  is 
the  same  as  act  of  existing,  so  science  (scientia),  for  ex- 
ample, is  the  same  in  Him  as  His  actual  scientific  knowing 
(scientem  esse).  Consequently,  since  the  act  of  existing 
proper  to  one  thing  cannot  be  communicated  to  another, 
it  is  impossible  that  the  creature  should  have  anything  in 
common  with  God  quidditatively,  even  as  it  cannot  pos- 
sibly acquire  the  same  act  of  existing  as  His.  Similarly  in 
our  case:  if  for  instance  in  Peter,  man  and  the  act  of  being 
a  man  did  not  differ,  it  would  be  impossible  to  predicate 
man  univocally  of  Peter  and  Paul,  whose  very  existences 
are  diverse.22  Yet  it  cannot  be  asserted  that  whatever  is 
predicated  of  God  and  creature  is  predicated  in  a  purely 
equivocal  sense,  because  if  there  existed  no  real  likeness  of 
creature  to  God,  God's  essence  would  not  be  the  likeness 
of  created  things,  and  thus  in  knowing  His  own  essence, 
He  would  not  know  creatures.  Likewise,  in  that  case  we 
would  be  unable  to  attain  to  any  knowledge  of  God  from 
creatures.  Nor,  then,  among  names  befitting  creatures23 
would  any  one  of  them  be  predicable  of  Him  in  preference 
to  any  other;  for  in  regard  to  terms  purely  equivocal  it 
matters  not  what  name  be  used,  seeing  that  there  is  no  like- 
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ness  in  reality  between  them.  Therefore  it  must  be  said 
that  the  name  science24"  is  said  of  God's  science  and  of  ours 
neither  in  an  altogether  univocal  sense,  nor  purely  equivo- 
cally, but  by  way  of  analogy;  which  simply  means  accord- 
ing to  a  proportion. 

Now  proportional  likeness  can  be  twofold,  giving  rise 
to  a  double  community  of  analogy,  i )  There  exists  a  cer- 
tain conformity  among  things  proportioned  to  each  other 
because  of  a  mutual  determinate  distance  or  some  other 
[determinate]  relation  between  them,  as  two  is  propor- 
tioned to  one  by  being  the  double  of  one.  2)  Sometimes 
we  find  a  mutual  conformity  of  two  things  between  which 
there  is  no  [determinate]  proportion,  but  rather  a  mutual 
likeness  of  two  proportions;  e.g.,  six  is  "like"  four  in  this, 
that  just  as  six  is  the  double  of  three,  so  four  is  the  double 
of  two.  The  first  kind  of  conformity  is  thus  one  of  pro- 
portion, the  second,  of  proportionality.  So,  in  accordance 
with  that  first  kind  of  conformity  we  find  something  predi- 
cated analogically  of  two  things  one  of  which  is  related 
to  the  other,  as  being  (ens)  is  said  of  substance  and  of  ac- 
cident through  the  relation  that  substance  and  accident 
have  to  each  other,  and  as  healthy  is  predicated  of  urine 
and  of  animal  because  urine  has  a  certain  likeness25  to  the 
health  of  the  animal.  But  sometimes  a  term  is  predicated 
analogically  according  to  the  second  kind  of  conformity 
[proportionality],  as  the  name  vision  is  said  of  corporeal 
vision  and  of  intellectual  vision  by  reason  of  the  fact  that 
just  as  sight  is  in  the  eye,  so  intellect  is  in  the  soul.  [As  was 
said],  in  things  predicated  analogically  in  the  first  way  [ac- 
cording to  proportion]  there  must  be  some  determinate 
relation  between  the  entities  to  which  a  term  is  common 
by  analogy.  It  is  therefore  impossible  for  anything  to  be 
said  of  God  and  creature  by  this  mode  of  analogy.  For  no 
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creature  has  a  relation  to  God  such  that,  through  it,  the 
divine  perfection  could  be  determined.26  But  in  the  second 
mode  of  analogy  no  determinate  relation  exists  between 
those  things  to  which  something  is  common  by  analogy. 
Therefore  nothing  prevents  some  name  from  being  predi- 
cated analogically  of  God  and  creature  according  to  this 
mode  of  analogy. 

There  are,  however,  two  modes  of  predication  by  way 
of  proportionality,  i)  Sometimes  the  name  to  be  predi- 
cated implies  in  its  primary  meaning  something  respecting 
which  no  likeness  can  obtain  between  God  and  creature. 
.  .  .  Such  is  the  case  in  all  things  predicated  of  God  sym- 
bolically, as  when  words  like  lion  or  sun  are  said  of  Him.27 
For  in  the  definition  of  such  terms  is  included  matter— 
which  cannot  be  attributed  to  God.  2)  Sometimes  the 
name  predicated  of  God  and  creature  involves  in  its  prin- 
cipal signification  nothing  that  could  prevent  the  afore- 
said mode  of  community  [proportionality]  from  existing 
between  the  creature  and  God.  Such  is  the  case  with  all 
names  whose  definition  entails  no  imperfection,2S  nor  any 
actual  dependence  upon  matter.  This  [absence  of  limita- 
tion] we  find  in  the  terms  being,  good,  and  the  like.29 

3.    THE    BASIS    OF    METAPHYSICAL   ANALOGY: 
DIVERSITY    IN   ACT   OF   EXISTING 

. . .  two  principles  are  to  be  considered  in  a  thing,  namely, 
its  nature  or  quiddity  and  its  act  of  existing.  Now  in  all 
univocals  there  must  be  community  according  to  nature 
and  not  according  to  act  of  existing,  because  one  act  of 
existing  only  is  present  in  each  thing.  Thus  human  nature 
does  not  exist  in  two  men  according  to  the  same  act  of 
existing.  So  it  is  that  when  the  form  signified  by  a  name 
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is  the  act  of  existing  itself  (ipsum  esse),  it  cannot  appertain 
to  things  univocally;  neither  therefore  is  being  ( ens)  pre- 
dicated univocally.30 

The  act  of  existing  of  each  and  every  being  is  proper  to 
it  and  is  distinct  from  the  act  of  existing  of  every  other 
being.31 

Diversity  with  respect  to  act  of  existing  prevents  the 
univocal  predication  of  being  (ens).  ...  A  diverse  way 
of  existing  (diversus  modus  existendi)  bars  such  predica- 
tion.32 


Chapter  V 

General  Introduction  to  the 
Transcendentals 


I.    THEIR   PLACE   AMONG   THE    DIVINE 
NAMES 


^"""1 — ^he  names  being  and  good,  one  and  true,  are  prior 
to  the  other  divine  names  in  the  order  of  under- 


i ; 


standing  absolutely  considered.  This  is  clear  from 
their  universality  (communitas).  They  can  however  be 
compared  with  each  other  in  two  ways:  i)  with  respect 
to  subject  (suppositum),  and  so  viewed,  they  are  mutually 
convertible,  being  identical  in  their  subject  [ens]  .  .  .  ,  or 
2)  with  respect  to  their  concepts,  and  considered  thus, 
being  (ens)  is  simply  and  absolutely  prior  to  the  others. 
It  is  so  because  being  is  included  in  the  concept  of  the 
others,  but  not  conversely.  For  the  first  object  envisaged 
by  the  intellect  is  being,  without  which  nothing  can  be 
apprehended  by  it,  just  as  the  first  object  of  intellectual 
conviction  is  first  principles,  and  especially  this  one:  that 
contradictories  are  not  simultaneously  true.  Thus  all  the 
other  [divine  names]  are  somehow  included  in  being,  unit- 
edly and  indistinctly,  as  in  their  source.  And  for  this  rea- 
son, too,  it  is  fitting  that  being  should  be  the  most  proper 
of  the  divine  names.  However,  the  other  names  we  men- 
tioned— good,  true  and  one— do  add  "something"  to  being, 
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not  indeed  any  essence  or  nature  at  all,  but  only  a  certain 
intelligible  aspect.  Thus,  one  introduces  the  aspect  of  in- 
division;  and  it  is  because  it  adds  to  being  only  a  negation 
that  it  is  the  closest  [transcendental]  to  being.  True  and 
good,  on  the  other  hand,  add  to  being  a  certain  relation: 
good,  a  relation  to  an  end;  true,  a  relation  to  an  exemplar 
form.  For  any  thing  whatever  is  said  to  be  true  in  virtue 
of  the  fact  that  it  imitates  the  divine  exemplar  or  is  in  a 
relationship  [of  conformity]  to  a  cognitive  power;  e.g., 
we  speak  of  gold  as  being  "true"  because  it  has  the  form 
of  gold  which  it  manifests,  and  accordingly  a  true  judg- 
ment is  made  about  it.  But  if  the  transcendental  properties 
of  being  [especially  the  good  and  the  true]  are  considered 
under  the  aspect  of  causality,  then  the  good  is  prior,  be- 
cause goodness  has  the  nature  of  a  final  cause  . .  . ,  and  the 
final  cause  is  the  first  cause  in  the  order  of  causality.1 

Now  beauty  and  goodness  are  the  same  in  subject  .  .  . 
and  differ  only  in  reason.  .  .  .  Whereas  goodness  has  the 
character  of  a  final  cause,  beauty  properly  pertains  to  the 
order  of  formal  causality.2 

2.    DERIVATION   OF    THE    TRANSCENDENTALS3 
FROM    BEING 

Just  as  in  demonstrable  matters  a  reduction  must  be  made 
to  principles  intrinsically  evident  to  the  intellect,  so  like- 
wise in  investigating  what  any  thing  is;  else  one  will  fall 
into  a  regress  infinite  in  both  directions,  with  the  result 
that  the  science  and  knowledge  of  things  will  perish  utter- 
ly. Now  that  which  the  intellect  first  conceives,  as  inher- 
ently its  most  intelligible  object,  and  to  which  it  reduces 
all  conceptions,  is  being  (ens),  as  Avicenna  says  in  the  be- 
ginning of  his  Metaphysics.*  Consequently  all  other  con- 
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ceptions  of  the  intellect  must  be  arrived  at  by  addition  to 
being.  Nothing,  however,  can  be  added  to  being  as  an 
extraneous  nature,  in  the  manner  in  which  a  difference  is 
added  to  a  genus  or  an  accident  to  a  subject,  because  every 
nature  is  essentially  being.5  It  is  for  this  reason  also  that 
the  Philosopher  in  the  third  book  of  the  Metaphysics6 
proves  that  being  cannot  be  a  genus.  But  some  things  are 
said  to  be  added  over  and  above  being  in  so  far  as  they 
express  a  mode  of  being  which  the  term  being  does  not 
itself  express.  This  is  possible  in  two  ways. 

In  one  way,  so  that  the  mode  expressed  be  some  special 
mode  of  being.  For  there  are  diverse  grades  of  entity  cor- 
responding to  diverse  modes  of  existing  (modi  essefidi), 
and  in  accordance  with  these  modes  the  diverse  genera  of 
things  are  obtained.  Thus,  substance  does  not  add  over  and 
above  being  any  differentiating  character,  which  would 
signify  some  sort  of  nature  superadded  to  being.  Rather, 
a  certain  special  mode  of  being  is  expressed  by  the  word 
substance,  namely,  being-through-itself  (per  se  ens);  and 
so  it  is  as  regards  the  other  genera. 

In  a  second  way,  so  that  the  mode  expressed  is  a  mode 
consequent  to  every  being  in  general.  And  this  general 
mode,  in  turn,  can  be  taken  in  two  ways:  1)  as  that  which 
follows  upon  every  being,  in  itself;  2)  as  that  which  fol- 
lows upon  every  being  in  relation  to  something  else.  If 
taken  in  the  first  of  these  ways,  it  is  because  the  mode 
expresses  something  in  the  being  affirmatively  or  nega- 
tively. But  there  is  nothing  affirmatively  expressed  and 
predicable  absolutely  of  every  being  except  its  essence, 
according  to  which  it  is  said  to  be.7  And  thus  the  word 
thing  (res)  is  imposed,  which  according  to  Avicenna  in 
the  beginning  of  his  Metaphysics9,  differs  from  being  in 
this,  that  being  is  taken  from  the  act  of  existing  (actus 
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essendi),  whereas  the  name  thing  (res)  expresses  the  quid- 
dity or  essence  of  being  (ens). 

On  the  other  hand,  the  negation  consequent  upon  every 
being,  as  such,  is  indivision;9  and  the  word  one  (unum) 
expresses  this.  For  one  is  nothing  other  than  undivided 
being  (ens  indivisum).  But  if  taken  in  the  second  of  the 
aforesaid  ways,  that  is,  according  to  the  order  of  one  thing 
to  another,  the  general  mode  of  being  again  can  be  con- 
sidered in  twofold  fashion,  i)  According  to  the  division 
of  one  thing  from  another;  and  this  is  expressed  by  the 
word  something  (aliquid),  as  if  to  say  some  other  thing 
(quasi  aliud  quid).  Accordingly,  just  as  being  is  called 
one  inasmuch  as  it  is  undivided  in  itself,  so  it  is  called 
something  inasmuch  as  it  is  divided  from10  others.  2 )  With 
respect  to  the  conformity  of  one  being  to  any  thing  else; 
and  such  conformity  cannot  exist  unless  there  be  some- 
thing whose  nature  it  is  to  accord  with  every  being.  This, 
however,  is  the  soul  which,  as  is  said  in  the  third  book  of 
The  Soid,11  is  in  a  certain  way  all  things.  But  in  the  soul 
there  is  a  cognitive  power  and  an  appetitive  power.  The 
word  good  (bonum),  then,  expresses  the  conformity  of 
being  to  appetite;  as  stated  in  the  beginning  of  the  Ethics, 
"The  good  is  what  all  desire."12  The  word  true  (verum), 
however,  expresses  the  conformity  of  being  to  intellect. 


Chapter  VI 
The  Transcendental:  One 


i.  does  one  add  anything  to  being?1 

Objections,  i .  It  seems  that  one  (unum)  adds  some- 
thing to  being  (ens).  For  everything  in  a  determi- 
nate genus  exists  so  by  addition  to  being,  which 
encompasses  all  genera.  But  one  is  in  a  determinate  genus, 
for  it  is  the  principle  of  number,  which  is  a  species  of 
quantity.  Therefore  one  adds  something  to  being. 

2.  Further,  that  which  divides  something  common  is 
related  to  it  by  addition.  But  being  is  divided  by  one  and 
by  many.  Therefore  one  adds  something  to  being. 

3.  Again,  if  o?ie  does  not  add  to  being,  one  and  being 
must  have  identically  the  same  meaning.  But  to  call  bei?ig 
by  the  name  of  being  would  be  vain,  useless.  Therefore 
it  would  be  equally  so  to  call  being  one.  Now  this  is  false. 
Consequently  one  does  add  something  to  being. 

On  the  contrary,  Dionysius  says:  "Nothing  exists  that 
is  not  in  some  way  one."2  This  would  not  be  true  if  one 
added  to  being  in  the  sense  of  limiting  it.  Therefore  one 
is  not  an  addition  to  being. 

I  answer:  One  does  not  add  any  reality  to  being,  but  is 
only  the  negation  of  division;  for  one  simply  means  un- 
divided being.  It  is  clear  from  this  very  fact  that  one  is 
convertible  with  being.  For  every  being  is  either  simple 
or  composite.  But  what  is  simple  is  undivided  both  actually 
and  potentially;  whereas  the  composite  has  no  being  as 


THE    TRANSCENDENTAL:    ONE  49 

such  so  long  as  its  parts  remain  separately  existent  but  only 
after  they  come  together  to  make  up  and  compose  it. 
Manifestly,  therefore,  the  actual  being  (esse)  of  every 
thing  that  is  consists  in  indivision.3  And  so  it  is  that  every- 
thing guards  its  unity  as  it  guards  its  very  existence  (esse). 

Answers  to  Objections,  i.  Some,  thinking  that  the  one 
convertible  with  being  is  the  same  as  the  one  which  is 
the  principle  of  number,  maintained  contrary  opinions. 
Pythagoras  and  Plato,  seeing  that  the  one  convertible  with 
being  did  not  add  any  reality  to  being,  but  signified  the 
substance  of  being  as  undivided,  thought  that  the  same  ap- 
plied to  the  one  which  is  the  principle  of  number.4  And 
because  number  is  composed  of  unities,  they  believed  that 
numbers  were  the  substances  of  all  things.  On  the  con- 
trary, however,  Avicenna,  considering  that  the  one  which 
is  the  principle  of  number  added  a  reality  to  the  substance 
of  being  (otherwise  number  made  of  unities  would  not  be 
a  species  of  quantity),  believed  that  the  one  convertible 
with  being  adds  a  certain  reality  over  and  above  the  sub- 
stance of  a  being;  as  white  adds  to  man.5  But  this  is  mani- 
festly false,  because  each  and  every  thing  is  one  through 
its  substance.  For  if  a  thing  were  one  by  anything  other 
than  its  substance,  since  this  again  would  be  one  supposing 
it  were  again  one  by  something  else,  we  should  be  driven 
on  to  infinity.  Hence  the  former  statement  must  be  ad- 
hered to.  It  must  be  said,  then,  that  the  one  which  is  con- 
vertible with  being  does  not  add  a  reality  to  being,  but 
that  the  one  which  is  the  principle  of  number  does  add  to 
being  something  pertaining  to  the  genus  of  quantity. 

2.  Nothing  prevents  a  thing  which  in  one  way  is  di- 
vided from  being  in  another  way  undivided.  Thus  what  is 
divided  in  number  may  be  undivided  in  species.  So  it  may 
be  that  a  thing  is  in  one  way  one,  and  in  another  way  many. 
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Nevertheless,  if  a  thing  is  absolutely  undivided,  either  be- 
cause it  is  so  according  to  what  belongs  to  its  essence 
(though  it  may  be  divided  as  regards  things  extrinsic  to 
its  essence,  as  what  is  one  in  subject  may  have  many  acci- 
dents), or  because  it  is  undivided  actually  and  divided  po- 
tentially (as  what  is  one  in  the  whole  and  many  in  its 
parts),  then  in  such  cases  the  thing  will  be  one  absolutely 
and  many  in  a  certain  respect.6 

On  the  other  hand,  a  thing  may  be  undivided  in  a  certain 
respect  and  divided  absolutely.  Thus,  while  divided  in  es- 
sence, a  thing  could  be  undivided  in  idea  or  in  principle  or 
cause;  in  which  case  it  will  be  many  absolutely  and  one  in 
a  certain  respect,  as  are  things  many  in  number  and  one  in 
species  or  in  principle.  It  is  in  this  way  that  being  is  divided 
by  one  and  many:  by  one  absolutely  and  by  many  in  a 
certain  respect.  For  multitude  itself  would  not  be  con- 
tained under  being  unless  it  were  in  some  way  contained 
under  unity.  As  Dionysius  says:  "There  is  no  kind  of  mul- 
titude that  is  not  in  a  way  one.  But  what  are  many  in  their 
parts  are  one  in  their  whole;  and  what  are  many  in  acci- 
dents are  one  in  subject;  and  what  are  many  in  number 
are  one  in  species;  and  what  are  many  in  species  are  one 
in  genus;  and  what  are  many  in  processions  are  one  in 
principle."7 

3.  It  does  not  follow  that  it  is  nugatory  to  say  being  is 
one;  for  one  adds  something  to  being  logically. 

The8  one  and  the  many  which  divide  being  are  not  the 
same  as  the  one  that  is  the  principle  of  number  nor  as  the 
many  which  is  a  species  of  quantity.  .  .  .  For  it  does  not 
pertain  to  a  thing  that  is  contained  under  an  inferior  to  be 
a  difference  (differentia)  of  the  superior;  thus  rational  is 
not  a  difference  of  substance.  Consequently,  the  kind  of 
multitude  which  falls  under  quantity  cannot  be  a  differ- 
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ence  of  being  taken  absolutely.9  Hence  they10  say  that  the 
one  convertible  with  being  adds  nothing  positively  to  a 
thing,  because  a  thing  is  not  said  to  be  one  through  any 
added  disposition.  For  if  that  disposition  also,  being  one, 
were  again  one  by  some  other  unity,  we  would  lapse  into 
an  infinite  regress.  They  state,  therefore,  that  unity  in- 
cludes in  its  concept  being  in  general,  and  adds  over  and 
above  being  the  notion  of  a  certain  privation  or  negation, 
namely,  indivision.  Thus,  like  all  terms  signifying  iden- 
tically the  same  reality  and  differing  only  in  reason,  being 
and  one  are  convertible,  one  adding  to  being  only  a  nega- 
tion. Considered  precisely  in  respect  of  what  it  adds  to 
being,  the  concept  of  unity  then  expresses  a  negation  pure 
and  simple,  and  so  likewise  multitude  adds  to  many -things 
only  a  certain  intelligible  note,  namely,  that  of  division. 
For  just  as  a  thing  is  said  to  be  one  because  it  is  not  divided, 
so  things  are  said  to  be  many  because  they  are  divided. 

But  the  primary  ground  of  the  division  whereby  one 
thing  is  distinguished  from  another  lies  in  affirmation  and 
negation.  So  it  is  that  multitude  includes  in  its  very  mean- 
ing negation,  inasmuch  as  manyness  results  from  the  fact 
that  one  thing  is  not  another.  And  the  negation  of  this 
mode  of  division,  which  constitutes  the  essence  of  multi- 
tude, is  precisely  what  is  entailed  in  the  concept  of  unity. 
Thus  understood,  unity  and  multiplicity  are  among  the 
primary  differentiae  of  being,  according  to  which  being 
is  divided  into  one  and  many,  and  into  act  and  potency. 
Hence,  taken  in  this  sense,  one  and  many  are  not  limited 
to  any  genus.  The  multitude  here  in  question,  then,  is  not 
that  kind  of  number  which  is  a  species  of  quantity,  nor  is 
this  unity  the  unity  which  is  the  principle  of  number.  .  .  . 
I  say  then  that  number  and  unity,  in  the  genus  of  quan- 
tity, are  found  only  in  things  quantitatively  measurable, 
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and  therefore  only  in  things  having  continuous  quantity. 
Hence  the  Philosopher  says  that  we  know  number  by  the 
division  of  the  continuous;  and  number  in  this  sense  only, 
is  the  subject  of  arithmetic.  .  .  .n  Consequently  number 
and  unity  of  this  sort  arc  not  predicated  of  divine  tilings, 
but  only  unity  and  multitude  consequent  upon  being  uni- 
versally.12 So  it  is  that  in  divine  things  terms  like  these  add 
nothing  logically  to  the  reality  they  are  predicated  of,  ex- 
cept the  note  of  mere  negation,  as  the  Master  of  the  Sen- 
tences states.13 

2.    ARE    ONE    AND    MANY    OPPOSED 
TO    EACH    OTHER?14 

Objections,  i.  It  seems  that  one  and  many  are  not  mu- 
tually opposed.  For  no  opposite  is  predicated  of  its  op- 
posite. But  every  multitude  is  in  some  way  one,  as  is  clear 
from  the  preceding  Article.  Therefore  one  is  not  opposed 
to  multitude. 

2.  Further,  no  opposite  is  constituted  by  its  opposite. 
But  multitude  is  constituted  by  unity,  which  therefore  is 
not  opposed  to  multitude. 

3.  Further,  each  thing  has  one  opposite.  But  the  oppo- 
site of  many  is  jew.  Therefore  the  opposite  of  many  is  not 
one. 

4.  Further,  if  one  is  opposed  to  multitude,  it  is  opposed 
as  the  undivided  is  to  the  divided,  and  is  thus  opposed  to 
it  as  a  privation  to  a  habitus.  But  this  appears  to  be  incon- 
gruous; because  then  it  would  follow  that  one  is  posterior 
to  multitude  and  is  defined  by  it;  whereas,  on  the  contrary, 
multitude  is  defined  by  one.  Hence  there  would  be  a  vi- 
cious circle  in  the  definition  [of  these  terms];  which  is 
inadmissible.  Therefore  one  and  many  are  not  opposed. 


THE   TRANSCENDENTAL:    ONE  53 

On  the  contrary,  things  opposed  in  their  intelligible  es- 
sences (rationes)  are  themselves  opposed  to  each  other. 
But  the  essence  of  unity  consists  in  indivisibility,  while 
that  of  multitude  involves  division.  Therefore  one  and 
many  are  opposed  to  each  other. 

I  answer:  One  is  opposed  to  ?nany,  but  in  diverse  ways. 
The  one  which  is  the  principle  of  number  is  opposed  to 
the  multitude  which  is  number,  as  the  measure  is  to  the 
thing  measured.  For  one  has  the  nature  of  a  primary  meas- 
ure, and  number  is  multitude  measured  by  one,  as  is  clear 
from  the  tenth  book  of  the  Metaphysics.15  But  the  one 
which  is  convertible  with  being  is  opposed  to  multitude 
by  way  of  privation;  as  the  undivided  is  to  the  divided. 

Answers  to  objections,  i.  No  privation  takes  away  the 
being  of  a  thing  totally;  for,  as  the  Philosopher  says,16  a 
privation  is  a  "negation  in  a  subject."  Nevertheless  every 
privation  takes  away  some  actual  being  (esse).  And  thus, 
by  reason  of  being's  actual  universality  (comnninitas),  a 
privation  of  being  has  its  foundation  in  being;  which  is 
not  the  case  in  privations  of  special  forms,  such  as  the 
privation  of  sight,  or  of  whiteness,  and  the  like.  And  what 
is  true  of  being  is  true  also  of  unity  and  goodness,  which 
are  convertible  with  being,  for  the  privation  of  good  is 
founded  in  some  good,  just  as  the  removal  of  unity  is 
founded  in  something  one.  And  so  it  turns  out  that  multi- 
tude is  a  certain  unity,  and  evil  a  certain  good,  and  non- 
being  a  certain  being.17  Nevertheless,  an  opposite  is  not 
predicated  of  an  opposite,  since  one  of  them  is  absolute 
and  the  other  relative.  For  what  is  being  in  a  relative  mode 
(i.e.,  in  potency)  is  non-being  absolutely  (i.e.,  actually); 
or  what  is  being  in  the  absolute  sense,  in  the  genus  of  sub- 
stance, is  non-being  relatively,  as  regards  some  accidental 
act  of  being  (esse  accidentale).  Similarly,  then,  what  is 
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relatively  good  [good  in  some  respect]  is  absolutely  bad 
[bad  in  itself],  or  vice  versa.  Likewise,  what  is  absolutely 
one  is  relatively  many,  and  vice  versa. 

2.  A  whole  is  twofold.  One  kind  of  whole  is  homo- 
geneous, composed  of  like  parts;  another  is  heterogeneous, 
composed  of  dissimilar  parts.  Now  in  every  homogeneous 
whole,  the  whole  is  made  up  of  parts  having  the  form  of 
the  whole;  every  part  of  water,  for  instance,  is  water;  and 
such  is  the  constitution  of  a  continuous  thing  made  up  of 
its  parts.  On  the  other  hand,  in  every  heterogeneous  whole, 
each  part  lacks  the  form  belonging  to  the  whole;  thus  no 
part  of  a  house  is  a  house,  nor  is  any  part  of  man  a  man. 
Now  a  multitude  is  such  a  kind  of  whole.  Therefore,  in- 
asmuch as  the  multitude's  part  does  not  possess  the  form 
of  the  multitude,  the  latter  is  composed  of  unities,  as  a 
house  is  composed  of  non-houses;  not  indeed  as  if  unities 
constituted  multitude  so  far  as  the  unities  are  undivided 
(in  which  respect  they  are  opposed  to  multitude),  but  so 
far  as  they  have  entity;  as  also  the  parts  of  a  house  make 
up  the  house  by  the  fact  that  they  are  bodies,  not  by  the 
fact  that  they  are  not  houses. 

3.  Many  is  taken  in  two  ways;  1)  absolutely,  and  in  this 
sense  it  is  opposed  to  one;  2)  as  importing  a  certain  excess, 
in  which  sense  it  is  opposed  to  few.  Hence  in  the  first  sense 
two  are  many,  but  not  in  the  second  sense. 

4.  One  is  opposed  to  many  privatively,  inasmuch  as  the 
latter  implies  division.  Hence  division  must  be  prior  to 
unity,  not  absolutely  in  itself,  but  according  to  our  way 
of  apprehension.  For  we  apprehend  simple  things  through 
composite  things.  Thus  we  define  a  point  as  that  which 
has  no  part,  or  as  the  beginning  of  a  line.  Multitude  also, 
in  idea,  follows  on  unity;  because  we  do  not  understand 
divided  things  to  have  the  nature  of  a  multitude  except  by 
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the  fact  that  we  attribute  unity  to  every  single  one  of 
them.  Hence  one  is  placed  in  the  definition  of  multitude, 
but  multitude  is  not  placed  in  the  definition  of  one.  Divi- 
sion, however,  comes  to  be  understood  from  the  very  ne- 
gation of  being.  So,  what  first  comes  to  the  intellect  is 
being;  secondly,  that  this  being  is  not  that  being,  and  thus 
we  apprehend  division  as  a  consequence;  thirdly,  comes 
the  notion  of  one;  fourthly,  the  notion  of  multitude. 

3.    IS    GOD    ONE?18 

Objections.  1.  It  seems  that  God  is  not  one.  For  it  is  writ- 
ten: "For  there  be  many  gods  and  many  lords"  (/  Cor. 
8:5). 

2.  Further,  one,  as  the  principle  of  number,  cannot  be 
predicated  of  God,  because  quantity  is  not  predicated  of 
God;  neither  can  the  one  which  is  convertible  with  being 
be  predicated  of  God,  because  it  imports  privation,  and 
every  privation  is  an  imperfection,  and  there  is  no  imper- 
fection in  God.  Therefore  God  is  not  one. 

On  the  contrary,  it  is  written:  "Hear,  O  Israel,  the  Lord 
our  God  is  one  Lord"  (Deut.,  6:4). 

I  answer:  It  can  be  shown  from  three  sources  that  God 
is  one.  First,  from  His  simplicity.  For  it  is  manifest  that 
the  reason  why  any  singular  thing  is  this  particular  thing 
is  because  it  cannot  be  communicated  to  many.  Thus,  al- 
though that  whereby  Socrates  is  a  man  can  be  communi- 
cated to  many,  what  makes  him  this  particular  man  is 
communicable  to  one  being  only.  Therefore,  if  Socrates 
were  a  man  in  virtue  of  what  makes  him  to  be  this  particu- 
lar man,  as  there  cannot  be  many  Socrateses,  so  there  could 
not  in  that  way  be  many  men.  Now  this  belongs  to  God 
alone;  for  God  Himself  is  His  own  nature,  as  was  shown 
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above.19  Therefore  in  identically  the  same  way  God  is 
God  and  this  God.  So  it  is  impossible  that  there  should 
be  many  gods. 

Secondly,  this  is  proved  from  the  infinity  of  God's  per- 
fection. For  it  was  shown  above20  that  God  comprehends 
in  Himself  the  whole  perfection  of  be-ing  (tot am  per- 
fectionem  essendi).  Hence,  if  many  gods  existed,  they 
would  necessarily  differ  from  each  other,  so  that  some- 
thing would  belong  to  one  which  did  not  belong  to  an- 
other. In  this  case,  a  perfection  would  be  lacking  in  one 
of  them,  and  the  thing  deprived  of  this  perfection  then 
would  not  be  absolutely  perfect.  It  is  therefore  impossible 
for  many  gods  to  exist.  And  thus  when  the  ancient  phi- 
losophers, compelled  as  it  were  by  the  truth,  asserted  an 
infinite  principle,  they  asserted  likewise  that  there  was 
only  one  such  principle. 

Thirdly,  this  is  shown  from  the  unity  of  the  world.  For 
all  things  that  exist  are  seen  to  be  ordered  to  each  other 
since  some  serve  others.  But  things  mutually  diverse  do 
not  come  together  in  the  same  order  unless  they  be  or- 
dered thereto  by  some  single  being.  For  many  are  reduced 
into  one  order  by  one  thing  better  than  by  many:  because 
what  is  one  is  the  essential  cause  of  what  is  one,  while  the 
many  are  the  cause  of  the  one  only  accidentally,  i.e.,  so 
far  as  they  themselves  are  in  some  way  one.  Since,  then, 
what  is  first  is  most  perfect,  and  is  so  essentially  and  not 
accidentally,  it  must  be  that  the  first  which  reduces  all 
into  one  order  is  only  one.  And  this  is  God. 

Answers  to  Objections,  i.  Gods  are  called  many  by  the 
error  of  certain  persons  who  worshipped  many  deities, 
believing  as  they  did  that  the  planets  and  other  stars  were 
gods,  and  even  particular  parts  of  the  world.  Wherefore 
the  Apostle  adds:  "Our  God  is  one,"  etc.  (/  Cor.  8:6). 
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2.  The  one  which  is  the  principle  of  number  is  not 
predicated  of  God,  but  only  of  things  existing  in  matter. 
For  the  one  which  is  the  principle  of  number  belongs  to 
the  genus  of  mathematical  objects,  which  have  existence 
in  matter  but  are  abstracted  from  matter  in  idea.  But  the 
one  that  is  convertible  with  being  is  a  metaphysical  reality 
which  does  not  existentially  depend  on  matter.  And  al- 
though in  God  there  is  no  privation,  nevertheless,  accord- 
ing to  the  mode  of  our  apprehension,  He  is  known  by  us 
only  by  way  of  privation  and  remotion.  Thus  there  is  no 
reason  why  certain  privative  terms  should  not  be  predi- 
cated of  God;  for  instance,  that  He  is  incorporeal,  and 
infinite;  and  in  this  same  way  [privatively]  it  is  said  of 
God  that  He  is  one. 


Chapter  VII 
The  Transcendental:  True 


I.    WHAT   IS   TRUTH 


P1 


Objections,  i .  Now  it  seems  that  truth  is  absolutely 
the  same  as  being,  for  Augustine  says  in  his  Solilo- 
quies,2 that  the  true  is  that  which  is.  But  that  which 
is,  is  nothing  other  than  being  (ens).  Therefore  true  sig- 
nifies absolutely  the  same  as  being. 

2.  In  answer  to  this  it  was  said  that  truth  and  being  are 
the  same  in  reality,3  but  differ  in  "idea"— differ  in  their 
intelligible  nature.4  But  on  the  contrary,  the  intelligible  na- 
ture of  anything  is  that  which  is  signified  by  its  definition. 
However,  after  having  rejected  certain  other  definitions, 
that-which-is  is  given  by  Augustine  as  the  definition  of 
truth.  Therefore,  since  truth  and  being  are  one  with  re- 
spect to  that-which-is,  it  seems  that  they  are  the  same  in 
idea.5 

3.  Further,  things  that  differ  in  idea  are  related  to  each 
other  in  such  a  way  that  one  of  them  can  be  apprehended 
without  the  other.  Wherefore  Boethius  says  in  the  De 
Hebdomadibus?  that  it  is  possible  to  grasp  God's  being 
(Deus  esse)  if  His  goodness  be  separated  by  the  intellect 
for  a  moment.  But  being  can  in  no  wise  be  known  by  the 
intellect  in  separation  from  truth,  because  being  is  grasped 
by  the  fact  that  it  is  true.  Therefore  truth  and  being  do 
not  differ  in  idea. 

4.  Further,  if  truth  is  not  the  same  as  being,  it  must  be 
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a  disposition  of  being.  But  it  cannot  be  a  disposition  of 
being.  For  1)  it  is  not  a  totally  corrupting  disposition; 
otherwise  it  would  follow:  This  is  true,  therefore  it  is  a 
non-entity,  just  as  it  follows:  The  man  is  dead,  therefore 
the  man  is  not.  Similarly  2 )  truth  is  not  a  diminishing  dis- 
position; otherwise  it  would  not  follow:  This  is  true, 
therefore  it  is;  just  as  it  does  not  follow:  This  person  is 
white  with  respect  to  teeth,  therefore  he  is  white.  Again, 
3 )  truth  does  not  contract  or  specify  being,  since  it  would 
not  then  be  convertible  with  being.  Therefore  truth  and 
being  are  altogether  the  same. 

5.  Further,  things  whose  disposition  is  the  same  are  the 
same.  But  the  disposition  of  truth  and  of  being  is  the  same. 
Hence  they  are  the  same.  For  it  is  said  in  the  second  book 
of  the  Metaphysics:  "The  disposition  of  a  thing  in  being 
is  the  same  as  its  disposition  in  truth."7  Therefore  truth 
and  being  are  wholly  the  same. 

6.  Things  not  the  same  differ  in  some  respect.  But  truth 
and  being  in  no  way  differ.  For  they  do  not  differ  in  es- 
sence, since  being  is  true  by  its  essence.  Nor  do  they  even 
differ  by  other  differences,  for  it  would  be  necessary  that 
they  should  agree  in  some  genus.  Therefore  they  are  en- 
tirely the  same. 

7.  Further,  if  truth  and  being  are  not  altogether  the 
same,  then  truth  must  add  something  to  being.  But  the  true 
adds  nothing  to  being,  even  though  the  term  true  is  greater 
in  extension  than  being.  This  is  clear  from  the  Philos- 
opher's statement  in  the  fourth  book  of  the  Metaphysics: 
"Defining  the  true  we  say  that  what  is,  is,  or  that  what  is 
not,  is  not."8  Thus  truth  includes  being  and  non-being. 
Hence  true  does  not  add  to  being,  and  so  it  seems  to  be 
entirely  the  same  as  being. 

1.  On  the  contrary,  however,  useless  repetition  is  vain. 
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If,  therefore,  truth  were  the  same  as  being,  it  would  be 
nugatory  to  say  "true  being";  which  is  false.  Therefore 
truth  and  being  are  not  the  same. 

2.  Further,  being  and  good  are  convertible.  But  the  true 
is  not  convertible  with  the  good,  for  something  may  be 
true  which  is  not  good,  as  that  this  man  commits  fornica- 
tion. Therefore  truth  is  not  convertible  with  being. 

3.  Further,  Boethius  says  in  the  De  Hebdomadibus  that 
in  all  creatures  being  (esse)  and  what-is  (quod  est)  are 
diverse.9  But  truth  follows  upon  the  act  of  existing  (esse) 
of  things.  Therefore  in  creatures  truth  is  diverse  from 
what-is.  But  what-is  (quod  est)  is  the  same  as  being  (ens). 
Therefore  truth  in  creatures  is  diverse  from  being. 

4.  Further,  things  related  to  each  other  as  prior  and 
posterior  must  be  diverse.  But  truth  and  being  are  so  re- 
lated, for,  as  is  said  in  the  Book  of  Causes,10  "The  first  of 
created  things  is  existence  (esse)"  and  the  Commentator, 
on  that  same  book,  says:  "All  other  things  are  predicated 
as  informing  being  (per  ijjformationem  de  ente)."11  And 
thus  they  are  posterior  to  being.  Therefore  truth  and  be- 
ing are  diverse. 

5.  Further,  things  predicated  in  common  of  a  cause  and 
of  things  caused  are  in  a  higher  degree  one  in  the  cause 
than  in  the  things  caused,  and  especially  is  this  true  of 
God  in  comparison  with  creatures.  But  in  God  these  four: 
being,  one,  true,  good,  are  appropriated  in  such  a  manner 
that  being  (ens)  pertains  to  the  essence,  one  to  the  person 
of  the  Father,  true  to  the  person  of  the  Son,  good  to  the 
person  of  the  Holy  Ghost.  But  the  divine  persons  are  dis- 
tinguished not  only  in  reason  but  also  in  reality;  hence 
they  are  not  predicated  of  each  other.  Consequently,  in 
creatures  these  four  principles  are  all  the  more  surely 
bound  to  differ  to  a  greater  extent  than  merely  logically. 
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I  answer:12  All  knowledge  is  brought  about  by  the  as- 
similation of  the  knower  to  the  thing  known,  so  that  the 
assimilation  is  said  to  be  the  cause  of  the  knowledge.  Thus 
sight  knows  color  through  the  fact  that  it  is  disposed  to 
the  species  of  color.  Therefore,  the  primary  relation  of 
being  to  intellect  consists  in  the  one's  corresponding  to 
the  other;  which  correspondence  is  called  the  adequation 
of  the  thing  and  the  intellect.  And  in  this  the  notion  of 
truth  is  realized  formally.  It  is  this,  then,  that  truth  adds 
to  being:  conformity  or  adequation  of  thing  and  intellect; 
and  upon  this  conformity,  as  was  said,  knowledge  of  the 
thing  follows.  Thus  the  entity  of  the  thing  precedes  truth 
formally  so  called;13  but  knowledge  is  a  certain  effect  of 
truth. 

Accordingly,  truth  and  the  true,  it  is  found,  are  defined 
in  three  ways.  In  one  way,  with  respect  to  that  which  pre- 
cedes the  formal  notion  of  truth  and  upon  which  truth  is 
based.  Thus  we  have  Augustine's  definition:14  "The  true 
is  that  which  is";  and  Avicenna's,15  "The  truth  of  anything 
is  a  property  of  its  existence  which  is  established  in  it";  and 
a  certain  other  definition  states:  "Truth  consists  in  the 
unity  of  being  and  essence."  In  another  way  truth  is  de- 
fined according  to  that  which  constitutes  its  essence  for- 
mally; and  thus  Isaac16  says  that  "Truth  is  the  adequation 
of  thing  and  intellect";  and  Anselm  states:17  "Truth  is 
tightness  perceptible  to  the  mind  alone."  For  this  Tightness 
is  so  called  from  a  certain  adequation  according  to  which 
the  Philosopher  in  the  fourth  book  of  the  Metaphysics 
says:  "Defining  the  true  we  assert  that  that  which  is,  is,  or 
that  that  which  is  not,  is  not."18  In  a  third  way  [the  rela- 
tion of]  truth  is  defined  according  to  the  effect  consequent 
upon  it.  Thus  Hilary  lays  it  down  that  "Truth  is  manifes- 
tive  and  declarative  being";19  and  Augustine  in  The  True 
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Religion20  states:  "Truth  is  that  by  which  that  which  is,  is 
shown  forth";  and  in  the  same  work21  he  writes:  "Truth 
is  that  according  to  which  we  judge  concerning  inferior 
things." 

Answers  to  objections,  i.  This  definition  of  Augustine's 
is  of  truth  according  to  its  foundation  in  the  real,  not  ac- 
cording to  that  whereby  the  notion  of  truth  is  fulfilled  in 
the  adequation  of  thing  to  intellect.  Or,  it  must  be  added 
that  when  it  is  said,  "Truth  is  that  which  is,"  truth  is  not 
taken  there  as  it  signifies  the  act  of  existing  but  rather  as 
it  is  the  name  of  the  composite  understanding,  that  is,  as 
signifying  the  affirmation  of  a  proposition;  so  that  the 
statement  actually  means  this:  there  is  truth  when  that 
which  is,  is  said  to  be.  Thus  Augustine's  definition  comes 
to  the  same  as  that  of  the  Philosopher  recorded  above.22 

The  answer  to  the  second  is  obvious  from  what  has  just 
been  said. 

3.  For  something  to  be  known  "without  another"  can 
be  taken  in  two  ways.  In  one  way  so  that  something  is 
grasped  when  the  other  thing  is  not;  and  thus  those  things 
which  differ  in  idea  are  so  related  to  each  other  that  one 
can  be  known  without  the  other.  In  another  way,  a  thing 
can  be  apprehended  "without  something  else"  which  is 
known  when  the  other  does  not  exist;  and  in  this  way 
being  cannot  be  understood  "without"  the  true,  because 
being  cannot  be  grasped  without  that  which  corresponds 
or  is  adequated  to  the  intellect.  Yet  it  is  not  necessary  that 
whosoever  knows  the  nature  of  being  knows  the  nature  of 
truth,  just  as  not  everyone  cognizant  of  being,  is  cognizant 
of  the  agent  intellect,  although  without  the  agent  intellect 
man  can  know  nothing. 

4.  Truth  is  a  disposition  of  being,  not  as  adding  some 
nature  to  it,  nor  as  expressing  some  special  mode  of  being, 
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but  as  something  universally  found  in  being,  which  how- 
ever is  not  expressed  by  the  word  being.  Therefore  truth 
need  not  be  a  disposition  corrupting  or  diminishing  or  in 
any  way  contracting  being. 

5.  Disposition  is  not  taken  there  according  as  it  is  in 
the  genus  of  quality,  but  as  importing  a  certain  order.  Now 
those  things  which  are  the  cause  of  the  existence  of  others 
are  in  the  highest  degree  beings,  and  those  things  which 
are  the  cause  of  the  truth  of  other  things  are  in  the  highest 
degree  true.  Hence  the  Philosopher  concludes  that  the 
order  of  any  thing  is  the  same  in  actual  being  ( esse)  and 
in  truth,  so  that  where  maximal  being  is  found  there  also 
is  found  that  which  is  supremely  true.  Nor  is  this  so  be- 
cause being  and  truth  are  the  same  in  idea,  but  because  a 
thing  is  by  its  nature  apt  to  be  equated  to  an  intellect  by 
the  very  fact  that  it  has  something  of  entity.  And  thus  the 
notion  of  truth  follows  that  of  being. 

6.  Truth  and  being  differ  in  idea  by  the  fact  that  some- 
thing is  contained  in  the  notion  of  truth  that  is  not  con- 
tained in  the  notion  of  being.  Yet  they  do  not  so  differ 
that  there  is  something  in  the  notion  of  being  that  is  not 
in  the  notion  of  truth.  Nor  do  they  differ  in  essence,  nor 
are  they  distinguished  from  each  other  by  opposed  dif- 
ferences. 

7.  Truth  is  no  greater  in  extension  than  being.  For  be- 
ing, taken  in  a  certain  way,  is  predicated  of  non-being, 
according  as  non-being  is  apprehended  by  the  intellect. 
Thus  the  Philosopher  says  in  the  fourth  book  of  the  Meta- 
physics23 that  negation  or  privation  of  being  is  in  one 
sense  called  being.  And  in  the  beginning  of  his  Metaphys- 
ics211 Avicenna  says,  too,  that  it  is  not  possible  to  form 
an  enunciation  except  of  being,  because  that  concerning 
which  the  proposition  is  formed  must  be  apprehended  by 


64  METAPHYSICS    OF    ST.    THOMAS 

an  intellect.  From  this  it  is  obvious  that  every  truth  is  in 
some  mode  a  being. 

Answers  to  objections  to  the  contrary.  1.  It  is  not  tauto- 
logical to  speak  of  true  being,  because  something  is  ex- 
pressed by  the  word  true  which  is  not  expressed  by  the 
word  being;  but  they  do  not  on  that  account  differ  in 
reality. 

2.  Although  fornication  is  evil,  nevertheless,  according 
as  this  act  possesses  something  of  entity,  it  is  by  nature  apt 
to  be  conformed  to  an  intellect;  and  truth  follows  upon 
this  conformity.  And  thus  it  is  evident  that  truth  neither 
exceeds  nor  is  exceeded  by  being. 

3.  In  the  proposition,  being  and  what-is  are  diverse,  the 
act  of  existing  (actus  essendi)  is  distinguished  from  that 
to  which  that  act  belongs.  The  notion  of  being,  however, 
is  derived  from  the  act  of  existing,  not  from  that  to  which 
the  act  of  existing  belongs,  and  therefore  the  argument 
does  not  follow.25 

4.  Truth  is  posterior  to  being  in  this  respect,  that  the 
notion  of  truth  differs  from  that  of  being  in  the  manner 
stated  above. 

5.  This  reasoning  is  defective  in  three  respects.  First, 
although  the  three  divine  persons  are  distinguished  in  re- 
ality, nevertheless  the  appropriations  of  the  Persons  do 
not  differ  really  but  only  in  reason.  Second,  although  the 
Persons  are  really  distinguished  from  each  other,  never- 
theless they  are  not  really  distinguished  from  the  divine 
act  of  existing  whereby  they  are,  and  therefore  neither  is 
the  true  which  is  appropriated  to  the  person  of  the  Son 
distinguished  really  from  the  divine  act  of  existing  main- 
tained on  the  part  of  the  divine  essence.  Third,  although 
being,  truth,  unity,  and  goodness  are  united  more  in  God 
than  in  created  things,  nevertheless,  from  the  fact  that 
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they  are  logically  distinct  in  God  it  does  not  necessarily 
follow  that  they  are  also  really  distinct  in  creatures.  For 
this  situation  arises  in  the  case  of  things  that  are  not  by 
their  own  essence  one  in  fact,  such  as  wisdom  and  power— 
which,  though  one  in  God,  are  really  distinct  in  creatures. 
But  being,  the  true,  the  one,  and  the  good  have  unity  by 
their  very  own  essence.  Hence,  wherever  they  are  found, 
they  are  really  one,  although  the  unity  of  the  Reality 
whereby  they  are  united  in  God  is  more  perfect  than  that 
whereby  they  are  united  in  creatures. 

2.    IS    TRUTH    FOUND    PRINCIPALLY    IN   THE 

INTELLECT   RATHER   THAN    IN 

THINGS?26 

Objections,  i.  It  seems  that  it  is  not  found  principally  in 
the  intellect.  For  truth,  as  has  been  said,  is  convertible  with 
being.  But  being  is  found  principally27  outside  the  soul. 
Therefore  truth  is  also. 

2.  Moreover,  things  are  in  the  soul  not  by  their  essence, 
but  by  their  species,28  as  is  said  in  the  third  book  of  The 
Soul.29  If,  therefore,  truth  is  found  principally  in  the  soul, 
truth  will  not  be  the  essence  of  the  thing,  but  the  likeness 
or  species  of  it;  and  the  true  will  be  the  species  of  the  being 
existing  outside  the  soul.  But  the  species  of  a  thing  existing 
within  the  soul  is  not  predicated  of  the  thing  outside  the 
soul,  just  as  it  is  not  convertible  with  it.  Hence,  neither 
is  the  true  convertible  with  being;  which  is  false. 

3.  Further,  everything  existing  in  something  follows 
that  in  which  it  exists.  If,  then,  truth  exists  principally  in 
the  soul,  the  judgment  of  truth  follows  the  estimation  of 
the  soul.  And  thus  there  will  arise  again  the  error  of  those 
ancient  philosophers30  who  said  that  whatever  seems  true 
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to  anyone  is  true,  and  that  two  contradictories  are  true  at 
the  same  time;  which  is  absurd. 

4.  Again,  if  truth  resides  principally  in  the  intellect,  then 
something  pertaining  to  the  intellection  of  truth  must  be 
included  in  the  definition  of  truth.  But  Augustine,  in  his 
Soliloquies,31  condemns  definitions  such  as  the  following: 
"That  is  true  which  is  as  it  is  seen  to  be";  for,  according  to 
this,  what  is  not  seen  would  not  be  true;  which  is  obviously 
false  in  the  case  of  the  deeply  hidden  stones  that  are  in  the 
bowels  of  the  earth.  Similarly  he  rejects32  the  statement: 
"That  is  true  which  is  as  it  appears  to  a  knower  who  is 
willing  and  able  to  know";  because,  according  to  this,  a 
thing  would  not  be  true  unless  a  knower  willed  to  know 
it  and  could  know  it.  The  same  objection,  then,  would 
hold  against  any  other  definitions  wherein  something  ap- 
pertaining to  intellect  was  included.  Therefore  truth  does 
not  reside  principally  in  the  intellect. 

On  the  contrary,  the  Philosopher  says  in  the  sixth  book 
of  the  Metaphysics:33  "There  is  no  truth  or  falsity  except 
in  the  mind." 

Moreover,  truth  is  the  adequation  of  thing  and  intellect. 
But  this  adequation  can  exist  only  in  an  intellect.  There- 
fore truth  exists  only  in  an  intellect. 

I  answer:  In  terms  predicated  of  many  things  by  pri- 
ority and  posteriority  that  which  receives  by  priority  the 
common  predication  need  not  always  be  the  cause  of  the 
others.  Rather,  that  in  which  the  essence  of  that  common 
predicate  is  primarily  realized  must  be  related  to  the  other 
terms  as  their  cause.  Thus  the  word  healthy  is  predicated 
by  priority  of  the  animal,  wherein  health  is  primarily 
found,  although  medicine  is  called  healthy  inasmuch  as 
it  is  productive  of  health.  Therefore,  when  the  term  true 
is  predicated  of  a  number  of  things  by  priority  and  pos- 
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teriority,  it  must  be  predicated  as  prior  of  that  in  which 
the  concept  of  truth  is  fully  realized. 

Now  the  fulfillment  of  every  motion  or  operation  lies  in 
its  end.  The  motion  of  the  cognitive  power,  however,  is 
terminated  in  the  soul.  For  the  known  must  be  in  the 
knower  according  to  the  mode  of  the  knower.  The  motion 
of  the  appetitive  faculty,  on  the  other  hand,  is  terminated 
in  the  thing.  And  it  is  for  this  reason  that  the  Philosopher, 
in  the  third  book  of  The  Soul,34  places  a  kind  of  circle  in 
the  acts  of  the  soul,  according  to  which  a  thing  outside  the 
soul  moves  the  intellect  and  the  thing  apprehended  moves 
the  appetite,  and  the  appetite  then  leads  to  the  attainment 
of  the  thing  whence  the  motion  started.  And  because,  as 
was  pointed  out  in  the  preceding  article,35  the  term  good 
expresses  ordination  to  appetite,  true  ordination  to  intel- 
lect, so  it  is  that  the  Philosopher,  in  the  sixth  book  of  the 
Metaphysics,36  states  that  good  and  evil  are  in  things,  truth 
and  falsity  in  the  mind. 

Now,  a  thing  is  not  said  to  be  true  except  as  it  is  ade- 
quated  to  an  intellect.  Therefore  truth  is  found  posterior 
in  things  and  prior  in  the  intellect.  But  it  must  be  borne 
in  mind  that  a  thing  is  related  in  one  fashion  to  the  prac- 
tical intellect  and  in  another  to  the  speculative.  For  the 
practical  intellect  causes  things,  and  therefore  it  is  the 
measure  of  things  made  by  it;  whereas  the  speculative  in- 
tellect, being  receptive  of  things,  is  in  a  certain  way  moved 
by  things  themselves,  and  in  consequence  things  measure 
it.  From  this  it  is  evident  that  the  natural  things  from 
which  our  intellect  receives  knowledge  measure  our  in- 
tellect—as is  said  in  the  tenth  book  of  the  Metaphysics31—, 
but  they  themselves  are  measured  by  the  divine  intellect, 
in  Whom  are  all  created  things,  just  as  all  artifacts  are  in 
the  intellect  of  the  artificer.  Thus  the  divine  intellect 
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measures  but  is  not  measured;  natural  things  measure  and 
are  measured;  but  our  intellect  is  measured,  and  it  does  not 
measure  natural  things  but  only  artificial  things.38 

A  natural  thing,  then,  set  up  between  two  intellects,  is 
said  to  be  true  by  an  adequation  to  both;  for,  according  to 
the  divine  intellect,  it  is  said  to  be  true  so  far  as  it  fulfills 
that  to  which  it  is  ordered  by  the  divine  intellect,  as  is 
made  evident  by  Anselm  in  his  book  On  Truth**  by  Au- 
gustine in  The  True  Religion,4®  and  by  Avicenna  in  the 
definition  previously  quoted,  namely,  "The  truth  of  each 
thing  is  a  property  of  the  being  which  has  been  given  to 
it."41  On  the  other  hand,  as  regards  adequation  to  the  hu- 
man intellect,  a  natural  thing  is  said  to  be  true  so  far  as  it 
is  naturally  constituted  to  produce  a  true  estimation  of 
itself,  just  as,  on  the  contrary,  things  are  said  to  be  false 
which  are  by  nature  apt  to  seem  what  they  are  not  or  as 
they  are  not,  as  is  said  in  the  fifth  book  of  the  Metaphys- 
ics.42 The  notion  of  truth,  however,  is  by  priority  realized 
in  the  thing  by  the  first  relation  [that  of  the  thing  to  the 
divine  intellect]  rather  than  by  the  second  one  [that  of 
the  thing  to  the  human  intellect],  because  the  relation  to 
the  divine  intellect  is  prior  to  the  human,  so  that  even  if 
the  human  intellect  did  not  exist,  things  would  still  be  said 
to  be  true  in  their  relation  to  the  divine  intellect.  But  if 
both  intellects  were  understood  to  be  removed,  which  is 
impossible,  the  principle  of  truth  would  in  no  wise  remain. 

Answers  to  Objections,  i.  It  is  obvious  from  the  fore- 
going that  truth  is  predicated  of  the  intellect  as  prior  and 
of  the  thing  adequated  to  it  as  posterior.  And  in  both  ways 
it  is  convertible  with  being,  but  in  diverse  manners,  i )  As 
said  of  things,  truth  is  convertible  with  being  by  predica- 
tion. (For  every  being  is  adequated  to  the  divine  intellect 
and  can  adequate  the  human  intellect  to  itself,  and  con- 
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versely.)  2)  But  if  truth  is  taken  as  predicated  of  intellect, 
it  is  convertible  with  extramental  being,  not  by  predica- 
tion but  by  conformity,  seeing  that  some  being  must  ac- 
cord with  every  intellect,  and  conversely. 

And  from  this  the  solution  to  the  second  is  clear. 

3.  What  is  in  something  does  not  follow  that  in  which 
it  is,  except  when  it  is  caused  by  the  principles  of  that 
thing.  Thus  light,  which  is  caused  in  the  air  by  something 
extrinsic,  the  sun,  follows  the  motion  of  the  sun  rather 
than  the  air.  Similarly,  the  truth  that  is  caused  in  the  soul 
by  things  does  not  follow  upon  the  soul's  judgment,  but 
upon  the  existence  of  the  things.  For  from  the  fact  that 
the  thing  is  or  is  not,  utterance  is  said  to  be  true  or  false, 
and  the  intellect  for  the  same  reason  is  said  to  be  true  or 
false. 

4.  Augustine  is  speaking  of  the  vision  of  the  human  in- 
tellect, upon  which  the  truth  of  the  thing  does  not  depend. 
For  many  things  exist  that  are  unknown  to  our  intellect. 
But  there  is  no  thing  that  the  divine  intellect  does  not  know 
actually  and  the  human  intellect  does  not  know  poten- 
tially; for  the  agent  intellect  is  described  as  that  whose 
function  it  is  to  make  all  things,  and  the  possible  intellect 
as  that  whose  function  it  is  to  be  made  [or  to  become]  all 
things.  And  therefore,  in  the  definition  of  true-thing  the 
divine  intellect's  vision-in-act  can  be  placed,  but  not  the 
human  intellect's  vision,  except  in  potency,  as  appears 
from  what  has  been  said  in  the  body  of  the  article. 

As43  is  clear  from  what  has  been  stated  above,  truth  is 
found  properly  in  the  intellect,  human  or  divine,  just  as 
health  is  found  properly  in  the  animal.  Now  truth  is  found 
in  other  things  through  their  relation  to  intellect,  even  as 
health  is  predicated  of  certain  other  things  inasmuch  as 
they  are  productive  or  conservative  of  the  health  of  the 
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animal.  Truth,  then,  is  properly  and  primarily  in  the  di- 
vine intellect;  it  is  indeed  properly,  but  secondarily,  in  the 
human  intellect;  but  in  things  it  is  improperly  and  secon- 
darily, because  truth  is  not  in  things  except  in  relation  to 
one  or  the  other  of  the  two  truths  of  intellect.  Thus  the 
truth  of  the  divine  intellect  is  only  one,  from  which  many 
truths  in  the  human  intellect  are  derived— "just  as  from  one 
man's  face  many  likenesses  are  reflected  in  a  mirror,"  as 
the  Gloss  says44  concerning  the  Psalmist's  saying  (Ps., 
11:2):  "Truths  are  decayed  from  among  the  children  of 
men."  The  truths  that  are  in  things,  however,  are  as  many 
as  there  are  entities  of  things.  But  the  truth  which  is  predi- 
cated of  things  in  relation  to  the  human  intellect  is  in  a 
certain  way  accidental  to  the  things;  for,  supposing  that 
the  human  intellect  did  not  and  could  not  exist,  things 
would  still  abide  in  their  essence.  But  the  truth  which  is 
predicated  of  things  in  relation  to  the  divine  intellect  is 
communicated  to  them  inseparably;  for  they  cannot  sub- 
sist except  by  the  divine  intellect's  bringing  them  forth 
into  existence.  Thus  truth  is  prior  in  the  thing  by  relation 
to  the  divine  intellect  than  by  relation  to  the  human;  for 
it  is  related  to  the  divine  intellect  as  to  its  cause,  but  to  the 
human  intellect  as,  in  a  certain  fashion,  to  its  effect,  inas- 
much as  the  [human]  intellect  receives  its  knowledge  from 
things.  Therefore  a  thing  is  said  to  be  true  in  a  more  origi- 
native, more  "principle,"  sense  by  virtue  of  its  ordination 
to  the  truth  of  the  divine  intellect  than  to  the  truth  of  the 
human  intellect.  Consequently,  if  truth  properly  so  called 
is  taken  in  the  sense  in  which  all  tilings  are  true  in  their 
principle,  then  all  things  are  true  by  one  truth,  namely,  by 
the  truth  of  the  divine  intellect.  And  it  is  thus  that  Anselm 
speaks  of  truth  in  his  dialogue,  On  Truth*5  On  the  other 
hand,  if  truth  properly  so  called  is  taken  in  the  sense  in 
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which  things  are  said  to  be  true  secondarily,  or  derivative- 
ly, then  there  are  many  truths  of  many  true  things  in  dif- 
ferent minds.  But  if  truth  is  taken  in  the  improper  sense 
according  to  which  all  things  are  said  to  be  true,  then  there 
are  many  truths  of  many  true  things,  yet  there  is  only  one 
truth  of  one  thing. 

Now  things  are  denominated  true  [extrinsically]  from 
the  truth  which  is  in  the  divine  intellect  or  in  the  human 
intellect,  as  food  is  denominated  healthful  from  the  health 
which  is  in  the  animal,  and  not  as  by  an  inherent  form.  But 
by  the  truth  that  is  in  the  thing  itself  (which  is  nothing 
other  than  the  entity  adequated  to  the  intellect,  or  ade- 
quating  the  intellect  to  itself)  things  are  denominated  true 
as  by  an  inherent  form,  just  as  food  is  denominated  "health- 
ful" by  that  quality  existing  in  it  in  virtue  of  which  it  is 
called  healthful. 


Chapter  VIII 
The  Transcendental:  Good 

1.  DOES   gOOd   ADD   SOMETHING   TO    being?1 

Objections,  i .  It  seems  so.  For  each  and  every  thing 
is  a  being  (ens)  by  its  essence.  But  the  creature 
is  not  good  by  its  essence,  but  by  participation. 
Therefore  goodness  adds  to  being  a  certain  reality. 

2.  Further,  since  goodness  includes  being  in  its  concept, 
and  is  distinguished  from  being  in  idea,  the  concept  of  the 
good  must  add  something  to  the  concept  of  being.  But  it 
cannot  be  said  that  it  adds  a  negation  to  being,  as  does 
unity,  which  adds  indivision  to  being,  because  the  whole 
notion  of  goodness  consists  in  affirmation.  Hence  it  adds 
affirmation  (positionem)  to  being. 

3.  Yet  it  must  be  said  that  goodness  adds  a  relation  to 
the  end.  But  on  the  contrary,  in  that  case  goodness  would 
be  nothing  other  than  relative  being.  But  such  being  be- 
longs to  a  determinate  genus  of  being,  namely,  relation. 
Thus  the  good  is  confined  to  a  single  determinate  cate- 
gory; which  is  contrary  to  what  the  Philosopher  says  in 
the  first  book  of  the  Ethics,  where2  he  puts  the  good  in  all 
the  categories. 

4.  Further,  as  can  be  gathered  from  what  Dionysius  says 
in  the  fourth  chapter  of  The  Divine  Names,3  the  good 
diffuses  its  own  being.  A  thing  then  is  good  in  virtue  of  the 
fact  that  it  is  self-diffusive.  But  diffusion  entails  a  certain 
action.  Action,  however,  proceeds  from  a  thing's  essence 
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through  the  mediation  of  a  power.  Hence  a  thing  is  said 
to  be  good  by  reason  of  a  power  superadded  to  its  essence. 
And  thus  goodness  does  add  something  over  and  above 
being. 

5.  Again,  the  farther  from  the  single  first  simple  Prin- 
ciple one  recedes,  the  greater  the  distinctness  found  in 
things.  But  in  God  being  and  goodness  are  one  really  and 
distinct  only  in  reason.  So  in  creatures  their  distinction  is 
greater  than  that  of  a  distinction  of  reason;  hence  they  are 
really  distinct,  since  besides  the  distinction  of  reason,  there 
is  no  other  kind  of  distinction  except  the  real. 

6.  Further,  accidents  add  a  reality  to  the  essence.  But 
goodness  is  accidental  to  the  created  thing;  otherwise  it 
could  not  lose  its  goodness.  Therefore  goodness  adds  some- 
thing real  over  and  above  being. 

7.  Further,  everything  spoken  of  as  in-forming  some- 
thing else  adds  a  reality  to  that  which  it  in-forms,  since 
nothing  is  in-formed  by  itself.  But  the  term  good  expresses 
a  certain  in- formation,  as  is  said  in  the  commentary  on  The 
Book  of  Causes.4"  Therefore  goodness  adds  something  to 
being. 

8.  Still  it  must  be  said  that  goodness  determines  being 
according  to  reason.  But  on  the  contrary,  corresponding 
to  that  determination  of  reason  there  is  either  something 
real  or  nothing  real.  If  the  latter,  it  follows  that  the  de- 
termination is  vain  and  empty.  On  the  other  hand,  if  to 
that  distinction  of  reason  something  real  does  correspond, 
then  the  proposition,  goodness  adds  something  in  reality 
to  being,  is  confirmed. 

9.  Further,  a  relation  is  specified  according  to  that  with 
reference  to  which  it  is  predicated.  But  good  is  predicated 
with  reference  to  a  determinate  genus,  namely,  the  end. 
Therefore  the  term  good  expresses  a  specific  relation. 
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Every  specified  entity,  however,  adds  something  really 
to  being  in  general.  Hence  goodness  adds  a  reality  to  being. 

10.  Again,  just  as  goodness  and  being  are  convertible, 
so  also  are  man  and  risibility.  But  although  the  latter  is 
convertible  with  man,  it  nevertheless  adds  a  reality  to  man, 
namely,  a  property,  belonging  therefore  in  the  order  of 
accidents.  Hence  goodness  likewise  adds  a  reality  to  being. 

Objections  to  the  Contrary,  i.  There  is  Augustine's 
statement  that,  "inasmuch  as  God  is  good,  we  are;  and 
inasmuch  as  we  are,  we  are  good."5  Therefore  it  seems 
that  goodness  does  not  add  something  to  being. 

2.  Further,  if  any  things  are  so  related  that  one  adds 
something  to  another,  either  really  or  in  reason,  then  one 
of  them  can  be  grasped  without  the  other.  But  being  can- 
not be  cognized  without  the  good.  Therefore  it  adds  noth- 
ing to  being,  either  in  reality  or  in  reason.  Proof  of  the 
minor:  God  can  make  more  being  than  man  can  know. 
But  God  cannot  make  any  being  that  is  not  good;  for,  from 
the  fact  that  it  is  from  the  Good,  it  is  good,  as  Boethius 
makes  clear  in  the  De  Hebdomadibus?  Neither  therefore 
can  the  intellect  grasp  being  without  grasping  good. 

I  answer:  Something  can  add  to  another  in  three  ways. 
In  one  way,  so  that  it  adds  a  certain  reality  which  is  out- 
side the  essence  of  the  thing  to  which  it  is  said  to  be  added. 
In  this  manner  white  adds  to  body,  because  the  essence  of 
whiteness  is  extrinsic  to  the  essence  of  body.  In  a  second 
way,  something  is  said  to  add  to  another  by  limiting  and 
determining  it.  In  this  way  man  adds  something  to  animal, 
not  indeed  in  the  sense  that  there  is  in  man  any  reality  al- 
together outside  the  essence  of  animal;  otherwise  it  would 
have  to  be  said  that  man  as  a  whole  is  not  animal,  but  that 
animal  is  only  a  part  of  man.  On  the  contrary,  animal  is 
limited  by  man  in  the  sense  that  what  is  contained  de- 
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terminately  and  actually  in  the  concept  of  man,  is  con- 
tained implicitly  and  as  it  were  potentially  in  the  concept 
of  animal.  Thus,  it  is  of  the  essence  of  man  that  he  have 
a  rational  soul,  and  of  the  essence  of  animal  that  it  have 
a  soul,  though  not  necessarily  a  rational  soul  and  not  neces- 
sarily a  non-rational  one.  However,  this  determination,  by 
reason  of  which  man  is  said  to  add  to  animal,  is  founded 
upon  something  real.  In  a  third  way,  something  is  said  to 
add  to  another  only  according  to  reason.  This  is  the  case 
when  something  is  of  the  essence  of  one  thing  which  is 
not  of  the  essence  of  the  other  and  this  "something"  has 
no  being  in  the  nature  of  things  but  only  in  reason,  whether 
the  thing  it  is  said  to  be  added  to,  be  restricted  by  it,  or  not. 
Thus,  blind  adds  something  to  man,  namely,  blindness, 
which  is  not  a  being  existing  in  nature,  but  only  a  being 
of  reason,  in  so  far  as  "being"  includes  privations.  And  by 
this  privation  man  is  restricted,  because  not  every  man  is 
blind.  When,  however,  we  speak  of  a  mole  as  blind  this 
addition  effects  no  restriction.7 

Now  nothing  can  be  added  to  universal  being  in  the 
first  way— by  addition  of  something  real— although  some 
addition  to  some  particular  being  can  be  made  in  that 
mode.  The  reason  is  that  there  is  no  thing  of  nature  which 
is  outside  the  essence  of  universal  being,  although  some 
thing  does  exist  outside  the  essence  of  this  particular  be- 
ing. However,  in  the  second  way— by  contraction  and  de- 
termination—there are  certain  things  that  add  to  being, 
because  being  is  limited  by  the  ten  categories,  each  of 
which  adds  something  over  and  above  being— not  indeed 
an  accident,  nor  a  differentia  lying  outside  the  essence  of 
being,  but  rather  a  determinate  mode  of  existing  which  is 
rooted  in  the  very  essence  of  the  thing.  But  it  is  not  in 
this  way  that  goodness  adds  to  being.  For  the  good  is 
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divided  into  the  ten  categories  just  as  being  is— a  point 
made  clear  in  the  first  book  of  the  Ethics.8  Consequently, 
goodness  either  must  add  nothing  to  being,  or  if  it  adds 
something,  this  must  be  according  to  reason  only.  For  if 
goodness  added  something  real  it  would  follow  necessarily 
that  being  was  limited,  by  the  notion  of  goodness,  to  some 
special  genus.  However,  since  being  is  that  which  first  falls 
in  the  conception  of  the  mind,  as  Avicenna  says,9  it  follows 
of  necessity  that  every  name  is  either  synonymous  with 
being  (which  cannot  be  said  of  the  term  good,  since  it  is 
not  nugatory  to  predicate  good  of  being),  or  adds  some- 
thing to  being  at  least  in  idea.  And  so  the  good,  by  which 
being  is  not  restricted,  must  add  to  being  something  per- 
taining to  reason  alone.  But  that  which  pertains  to  reason 
alone  can  be  twofold  only.10  For  every  absolute  affirma- 
tion signifies  something  existing  in  the  nature  of  things. 

So,  then,  to  being  (which  is  the  first  conception  of  the 
intellect)  one  adds  that  which  pertains  only  to  reason, 
namely,  a  negation;  for  one  signifies  undivided  being.  True 
and  good,  however,  are  said  affirmatively;  so  that  they  can 
add  to  being  only  a  relation  of  reason.  Now,  according  to 
the  Philosopher  in  the  fifth  book  of  the  Metaphysics,11 
that  relation  is  said  to  be  one  of  reason  alone,  whereby 
what  does  not  depend  is  said  to  be  referred  to  its  correla- 
tive; but  when  the  relation  itself  is  a  certain  dependency, 
it  is  real,  as  is  evident  in  the  case  of  the  relation  between 
knowledge  and  the  knowable,  or  between  sense  and  the 
sensible.  For  knowledge  depends  on  the  knowable  and  not 
conversely,  so  that  the  relation  by  which  knowledge  is 
referred  to  the  knowable  is  real,  while  that  by  which  the 
knowable  is  referred  to  knowledge  is  purely  one  of  rea- 
son. Thus,  according  to  the  Philosopher,  the  knowable  is 
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said  to  be  relative  [or  better,  referable],  not  because  it  is 
itself  referred  to  something  else,  but  because  something 
else  is  referred  to  it;  and  so  it  is  with  all  other  things  that 
are  related  to  each  other  as  measure  and  measured,  or  as 
perfective  and  perfectible. 

Necessarily,  then,  the  terms  true  and  good  add  to  the 
concept  of  being  the  aspect  of  perfectiveness.  Now,  in  any- 
being  two  things  are  to  be  considered:  its  specific  intelli- 
gible nature  or  form  (ipsam  rationem  speciei),  and  the 
very  act  of  being  by  which  it  subsists  in  that  nature.  And 
so  it  is  that  a  being  can  be  perfective  in  two  ways.  In  one 
way,  as  regards  specification  only,12  and  thus  does  being 
perfect  the  intellect  according  to  the  intelligible  nature  of 
being.  Yet  being  is  not  present  in  the  intellect  according  to 
its  natural  existence;  and  therefore  this  mode  of  perfecting 
adds  the  true  to  being.  For  truth  is  in  the  mind,  as  the 
Philosopher  says  in  the  sixth  book  of  the  Metaphysics.13 
And  every  being  is  said  to  be  true  to  the  extent  that  it  is 
conformed  or  is  conformable  to  an  intellect;  so  that  all 
who  define  truth  rightly  place  intellect  in  the  definition 
of  it. 

In  a  second  way,  a  being  is  perfective  of  another  not 
only  as  regards  intelligible  specificity,  but  also  as  regards 
the  actual  existence  (esse)  which  it  has  in  the  nature  of 
things.  And  it  is  in  this  mode  that  goodness  is  perfective; 
for  the  good  is  in  things,  as  the  Philosopher  says  in  the 
text  just  referred  to.  Now,  so  far  as  one  being  is  by  its 
very  act  of  existing  perfective  and  conservative  of  an- 
other, it  has  the  aspect  of  an  end  in  respect  to  that  which 
is  perfected  by  it.  And  for  this  reason  all  who  rightly  de- 
fine the  good  place  in  its  definition  something  pertaining 
to  the  character  of  final  causality.  Accordingly,  the  Phi- 
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losopher  states  in  the  first  book  of  the  Ethics  that  those 
defining  the  good  in  the  most  correct  way  declare  it  to 
be  that  which  all  desire  (or  aim  at).14 

Goodness,  then,  is  primarily  and  principally  predicated 
of  being  as  perfective  of  another  in  the  manner  of  an  end. 
But  a  thing  that  is  conducive  to  an  end  is  said  to  be  good 
derivatively— in  the  sense  that  the  useful  is  said  to  be  good. 
Or  a  thing  is  called  good  derivatively  which  is  by  its  na- 
ture ordered  to  an  end,  as  healthy  is  predicated  not  only 
of  that  which  has  health,  but  also  of  that  which  perfects 
and  conserves  and  signifies  health.15 

Answers  to  Objections.  1.  Since  being  (ens)  is  said  ab- 
solutely, whereas  goodness  adds  to  being  the  relation  of 
final  causality,  a  thing's  essence,  absolutely  considered, 
suffices  for  predicating  being  of  it  through  that  essence; 
but  the  essence  does  not  suffice  as  a  ground  for  predicating 
goodness  of  a  thing,  as  it  does  in  other  genera  of  causes. 
The  secondary  cause  depends  on  the  first  cause,  but  the 
first  depends  on  no  other.  So  it  is  in  final  causes,  for  the 
secondary  ends  participate  in  finality  by  their  ordination 
to  the  ultimate  end,  while  the  latter  enjoys  this  character- 
finality— in  virtue  of  itself.  And  therefore  God's  essence, 
which  is  the  ultimate  end  of  things,  suffices  for  this,  that 
He  be  termed  good  in  virtue  of  it.  But  in  the  case  of  the 
creature's  essence,  a  thing  is  said  to  be  good  only  in  rela- 
tion to  God,  from  which  relation  it  acquires  the  aspect 
of  a  final  cause.  And  thus  in  one  sense  it  is  said  that  the 
creature  is  not  good  essentially,  but  participatively,  name- 
ly, inasmuch  as  the  created  essence  itself  is  considered  as 
something  other  than  the  relation  to  God,  whence  it  ac- 
quires the  aspect  of  a  final  cause,  and  to  Whom  it  is 
ordered  as  to  an  end.  In  another  sense,  however,  the  crea- 
ture can  be  said  to  be  good  essentially,  namely,  inasmuch 
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as  the  created  essence  does  not  in  fact  exist  except  in  re- 
lation to  the  divine  goodness.  And  this  is  the  meaning 
Boethius  has  in  mind  there  in  the  De  Hebdomadibus. 

2.  Not  only  negation,  but  also  a  certain  kind  of  relation, 
is  said  to  be  one  of  reason  only,  as  is  stated  in  the  body  of 
the  Article. 

3.  Every  real  relation  is  in  a  determinate  genus,  but  non- 
real  relations  can  encompass  all  being. 

4.  Although  diffusion,  in  the  strict  sense  of  the  word, 
seems  to  imply  the  operation  of  an  efficient  cause,  never- 
theless, taken  broadly,  it  can  import  reference  to  any  kind 
of  cause. . . .  Now  when  it  is  said  that  the  good  is  diffusive 
by  its  own  nature,  the  term  is  not  to  be  understood  to 
imply  the  operation  of  an  efficient  cause— an  effusion— 
but  rather  final  causality;  and  the  diffusion  in  question  is 
not  brought  about  through  some  superadded  power.  The 
word  good  expresses  the  diffusion  of  a  final  and  not  an 
efficient  cause:  both  because  the  agent,  as  such,  is  not  the 
measure  and  perfection  of  a  thing,  but  rather  its  initiator, 
and  because  the  effect  participates  in  the  efficient  cause 
according  to  the  assimilation  of  the  form  alone,16  whereas 
a  thing  pursues  its  end  according  to  its  total  being.  And 
in  this  the  nature  of  goodness  consists. 

5.  Things  can  be  really  one  in  God  in  a  twofold  man- 
ner. In  one  way,  exclusively  in  respect  of  that  in  which 
they  exist,  and  not  as  regards  their  own  nature.  It  is  in  this 
way  that  knowledge  (scientia)  and  power,  for  example, 
are  really  one  in  God.  For  it  is  not  by  reason  of  its  own 
nature  that  knowledge  is  the  same  in  reality  as  power,  but 
because  the  knowledge  is  in  God.  And  things  that  are  thus 
really  one  in  God,  are  in  creatures  really  diverse.  In  an- 
other way,  certain  things  can  be  really  one  in  God  because 
it  is  their  nature  to  be  really  one.  Thus  goodness  and  being 
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are  one  in  God  really,  because  it  pertains  to  the  essence  of 
goodness  not  to  differ  in  reality  from  being;  and  therefore 
goodness  and  being  are  one  in  reality  wherever  they  exist. 

6.  Just  as  there  is  a  certain  essential  and  a  certain  acci- 
dental being,  so  also  in  the  case  of  goodness.  And  a  thing 
loses  its  goodness,  substantial  or  accidental,  as  it  loses  its 
being,  substantial  or  accidental. 

7.  On  account  of  the  aforesaid  relation  [viz.,  to  being 
as  end  or  final  cause]  it  happens  that  the  good  is  said  to 
determine  or  inform  being  according  to  reason  [not  in 
reality], 

8.  To  this  relation  of  reason  between  goodness  and  be- 
ing something  real  does  correspond,  namely,  the  real  de- 
pendence of  that  which  is,  with  respect  to  the  end  itself; 
and  so  it  is  also  with  other  relations  of  reason. 

9.  Although  the  word  good  does  express  a  certain  spe- 
cial relation,  namely,  that  of  final  causality,  nevertheless 
this  relation  belongs  to  every  being,  nor  does  it  posit  in 
the  being  anything  real.  Therefore  the  argument  of  the 
Objection  does  not  follow. 

10.  Although  risible  is  convertible  with  mail,  neverthe- 
less it  adds  to  man  a  certain  nature  over  and  above  and 
extraneous  to  the  essence  of  man.  But,  as  was  said,  nothing 
can  be  added  to  being  in  this  way. 

Answers  to  Objections  to  the  Contrary.  1.  The  first  we 
concede,  because  goodness,  as  such,  does  not  add  a  reality 
to  being. 

2.  The  second  argument,  however,  concludes  that  good- 
ness does  not  add  anything  to  being  according  to  reason, 
either.  To  this,  then,  it  must  be  replied  that  a  thing  can  be 
understood  "without  another"  in  two  senses.  In  one  sense, 
judgmentally,17  namely,  so  long  as  one  thing  is  understood 
to  exist  without  the  other.  And  in  this  sense,  whatever 
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the  intellect  can  understand  "without  another,"  God  can 
make.  Now  being  cannot  in  this  sense  be  understood 
"without"  goodness,  namely,  so  that  some  existing  being 
is  understood  not  to  be  good.  In  another  sense,  a  thing  can 
be  understood  "without  another"  after  the  manner  of  defi- 
nition,18 so  that  one  thing  is  understood  without  including 
therein  the  concept  or  understanding  of  the  other,  as  ani- 
mal is  understood  "without"  man,  or  any  of  its  other 
species.  And  in  this  way,  being  can  be  understood  "with- 
out" goodness.19  Yet  it  does  not  follow  that  God  can  make 
being  "without"  goodness,  because  the  very  act  of  making 
is  the  bringing  forth  of  something  into  existence. 

2.    ARE    BEING   AND    GOODNESS    REALLY 
THE    SAME?20 

Objections,  i.  It  seems  that  they  are  not.  For  opposites  are 
by  nature  relative  to  the  same  thing.  Now  good  and  evil 
are  opposites.  Therefore,  since  evil  is  not  by  its  nature 
fitted  to  be  in  all  things  (as  Avicenna  says,21  "Beyond  the 
circle  of  the  moon  there  is  no  evil"),  it  seems  that  good- 
ness likewise  is  not  found  in  all  beings,  and  thus  that  the 
good  is  not  convertible  with  being. 

2.  Things  so  related  that  one  of  them  is  wider  in  exten- 
sion than  the  other  are  not  convertible.  But,  as  the  Com- 
mentator Maximus  says  in  the  fourth  chapter  of  the  Divine 
Names,22  the  term  good  extends  to  more  things  than  being 
does;  for  good  extends  to  non-existent  entities  [possibles] 
that  are  called  forth  into  being  by  the  good.  Therefore 
goodness  and  being  are  not  convertible. 

3.  Further,  as  Algazel  says,  the  good  is  perfection,  the 
apprehension  of  which  causes  delight.  But  not  every  being 
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has  perfection;  for  prime  matter  has  no  perfection  what- 
ever. Therefore  not  every  being  is  good. 

4.  Further,  being  is  found  in  mathematics,  but  not  good- 
ness, as  is  clear  from  what  the  Philosopher  says  in  the  third 
book  of  the  Metaphysics.23  Therefore  goodness  and  being 
are  not  convertible. 

5.  Further,  it  is  said  in  the  Book  of  Causes  that  the  first 
of  created  things  is  being.24  Now,  according  to  the  Phi- 
losopher's statement  in  the  Categories,  that  is  prior  whose 
consequent  is  not  convertible  with  it.25  Therefore  the  se- 
quence from  being  to  good  is  not  reversible;  that  is  to  say, 
being  and  goodness  are  not  convertible. 

6.  Further,  a  divided  entity  is  not  convertible  with  any 
of  the  things  that  divide  it,  just  as  animal  is  not  convertible 
with  rational.  But  being  is  divided  by  good  and  evil,  since 
many  entities  are  said  to  be  evil.  Therefore  goodness  and 
being  are  not  convertible. 

7.  Further,  according  to  the  Philosopher,  in  the  fourth 
book  of  the  Metaphysics,  privation  is  in  a  certain  mode 
called  a  being.26  But  in  no  way  can  a  privation  be  termed 
good;  otherwise,  evil,  whose  essence  consists  in  privation, 
would  be  good.  Therefore  goodness  and  being  are  not 
convertible. 

8.  Further,  according  to  Boethius,  "it  is  for  this  reason 
that  all  things  are  said  to  be  good,  namely,  because  they 
are  from  the  Good  which  is  God."27  But  God's  goodness 
is  His  wisdom  and  His  justice.  Consequently  all  things  that 
are  from  God  would  be  wise  and  just.  Now  this  is  false. 
Therefore,  the  first  statement  also  is  false,  namely,  that  all 
things  are  good. 

On  the  contrary,  nothing  tends  to  anything  except  its 
like.  But  every  being  tends  toward  goodness,  as  Boethius 
says.28  Hence  every  being  is  good;  nor  can  anything  be 
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good  unless  it  in  some  way  is.  Therefore  goodness  and 
being  are  convertible. 

Further,  from  the  good  nothing  can  follow  except  good. 
But  every  being  proceeds  from  the  divine  Good.  There- 
fore every  being  is  good;  and  thus  the  conclusion  is  the 
same  as  that  above. 

I  answer:  Since  the  essence  of  goodness  consists  in  this, 
that  something  be  perfective  of  another  in  the  manner  of 
an  end,  every  thing  having  the  nature  of  an  end,  has  also 
the  nature  of  goodness.  Two  things,  however,  pertain  to 
the  nature  of  an  end:  1)  that  it  be  sought  after  or  desired 
by  those  things  which  have  not  yet  attained  it,  and  2 )  that 
it  be  loved  by,  and  as  it  were  lovable  to,  those  things  which 
share  in  its  possession;  for  it  pertains  to  the  same  nature  to 
tend  toward  its  end,  and  in  some  way  to  rest  in  it,  just  as 
it  is  by  one  and  the  same  nature  that  the  stone  is  moved 
toward  the  center  and  rests  there.29  Now  these  two  things 
[tendency  and  rest]  belong  to  the  very  act  of  existing 
(ipsum  esse).  For  those  things  which  do  not  yet  have  this 
act,  tend  toward  it  by  a  certain  natural  appetite.  Thus  mat- 
ter, as  the  Philosopher  says,30  desires  form.  All  things  that 
presently  have  existence,  however,  naturally  love  that  ex- 
istence, and  preserve  it  with  all  their  power.  So,  in  the  third 
book  of  The  Consolation  of  Philosophy ,31  Boethius  says: 
"The  divine  providence  gave  to  the  things  created  by  Him 
this  special  reason  for  remaining  in  existence,  that  to  the 
extent  of  their  capacity  they  would  naturally  desire  to 
preserve  their  being.  Wherefore  you  can  in  no  way  doubt 
this  fact,  that  all  things  naturally  desire  the  continuance  of 
their  existence  and  naturally  shun  their  own  destruction." 
The  very  act  of  existing  (ipsum  esse)  thus  has  the  char- 
acter of  goodness.  Hence,  just  as  it  is  impossible  that  there 
be  any  being  which  does  not  have  this  act,  so  it  is  necessary 
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that  every  being  be  good  precisely  because  it  has  this  act; 
although  in  certain  entities  many  aspects  of  goodness  are 
superadded  to  the  act  of  being  whereby  they  subsist. 

Now,  since  goodness  includes  the  notion  of  being,  as  is 
clear  from  what  has  been  said  already,  there  could  be  no 
good  which  is  not  a  being.  It  remains,  therefore,  that  good 
and  being  are  convertible. 

Answers  to  Objections.  1.  Good  and  evil  are  opposed  in 
the  manner  of  a  habitus  and  a  privation,  respectively.  Yet 
it  is  not  necessary  that  in  whatever  thing  a  habitus  is  pres- 
ent there  should  also  naturally  exist  a  privation.  And  so, 
whatever  is  by  nature  constituted  to  be  good  need  not  be 
constituted  to  be  evil.  In  contraries,  even  when  one  of 
them  is  by  nature  present  in  something,  the  other  one  is 
not  by  its  nature  present  in  that  same  thing,  as  the  Philos- 
opher points  out  in  the  Categories.32  But  the  goodness  of 
each  and  every  being  is  naturally  present  in  it,  since  a  be- 
ing is  called  good  in  virtue  of  its  own  natural  act  of  being. 

2.  Goodness  does  not  extend  to  non-existent  "entities" 
by  predication,  but  by  causality,  inasmuch  as  they  desire 
the  good;  so  that  we  call  "non-beings"  those  "beings" 
which  are  potentially  and  not  actually  existent.  But  the 
act  of  existing  does  not  possess  causality,  unless  it  be  under 
the  aspect  of  an  exemplar  cause;  and  such  a  cause  extends 
only  to  those  things  which  have  existence  actually. 

3.  Just  as  prime  matter  is  a  being  potentially,  and  not 
actually,  so  it  is  perfect  potentially,  and  not  actually,  and 
good  potentially,  and  not  actually. 

4.  The  objects  which  the  mathematician  considers  are 
good  as  regards  the  existence  ( esse)  they  have  in  things. 
Thus  the  existence  of  a  line  or  a  number  is  itself  good. 
Such  entities,  however,  are  not  considered  by  the  mathe- 
matician in  their  existence,  but  only  in  their  intelligible 
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specificity.  For  the  mathematician  proceeds  by  way  of 
abstraction,  and  mathematical  entities  are  not  abstract  ex- 
istentially,  but  only  logically.  It  was  said  above,  however, 
that  goodness  is  not  consequent  upon  intelligible  speci- 
ficity except  according  to  the  latter's  existential  realization 
in  some  thing.  The  character  of  goodness,  then,  does  not 
pertain  to  the  line  or  the  number  so  far  as  they  fall  under 
the  mathematical  mode  of  consideration,  although  lines 
and  numbers  are  good.33 

5.  Being  is  not  said  to  be  prior  to  goodness  in  the  sense 
implied  by  the  Objection,  but  in  another  fashion,  as  the 
absolute  is  prior  to  what  is  related  to  it.34 

6.  A  thing  can  be  termed  good,  both  in  virtue  of  its 
own  being,  and  of  what  is  proper  to  its  nature,  or  by  some 
superadded  relation.  Thus  a  man  is  called  good,  both  inas- 
much as  he  is  just  and  chaste,  or  because  he  is  ordained  to 
beatitude.  By  reason  of  the  first  goodness,35  therefore,  be- 
ing is  convertible  with  good,  and  vice  versa;  but  by  reason 
of  the  second,36  good  divides  being. 

7.  Privation  is  not  called  a  being  of  nature,  but  only  a 
being  of  reason.  And  so  it  is  a  good  of  reason.  For  knowl- 
edge of  privation,  or  of  any  such  "entity,"  is  good;  and 
the  knowledge  of  evil,  as  Boethius  says,  cannot  lack  good- 
ness. 

8.  According  to  Boethius,  a  thing  is  said  to  be  good  in 
virtue  of  its  own  act  of  existing;  but  it  is  said  to  be  just 
because  of  something  pertaining  to  its  action.  Now  the 
act  of  existing  is  poured  forth  into  all  things  proceeding 
from  God;  yet  not  all  things  share  that  action  to  which 
justice  is  ordained.  For,  although  in  God  acting  is  the  same 
as  existing,  and  in  consequence  His  justice  is  His  goodness, 
nevertheless  in  creatures  acting  is  one  thing,  existing  an- 
other. So  that  the  act  of  existing  can  be  communicated  to 
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something  to  which  action  is  not  communicated;  and  in 
those  things  to  which  both  are  communicated,  the  acting 
is  not  the  same  as  the  existing.  Thus,  men  who  are  good 
and  just  are  indeed  good  so  far  as  they  are;  yet  they  are 
not  just  so  far  as  they  are,  but  so  far  as  they  possess  a  cer- 
tain habitus  ordained  to  action.  And  the  same  point  applies 
in  the  case  of  wisdom  and  other  such  things.37 

Or  it  must  be  said,  regarding  the  same  matter,  that  jus- 
tice and  wisdom  and  other  things  of  the  sort  are  certain 
special  goods,  since  they  are  certain  special  perfections. 
The  word  good,  however,  designates  something  perfect, 
as  such.  From  the  perfection  of  God  Himself  perfect 
things  proceed,  but  not  in  the  same  mode  of  perfection 
wherein  God  is  perfect;  because  what  comes  to  be  does 
so,  not  according  to  the  agent's  mode  of  being,  but  ac- 
cording to  that  of  the  thing  made.  Nor  do  all  things  which 
receive  perfection  from  God  receive  it  in  the  same  mode. 
And  therefore,  just  as  to  be  perfect38  without  further 
qualification  is  common  to  God  and  to  all  creatures,  but 
not  to  be  perfect  in  this  or  that  mode,  so  it  is  also  with 
goodness.  For  although  goodness  belongs  to  God  and  to 
all  creatures,  the  possession  of  that  goodness  which  is  wis- 
dom or  justice  need  not  be  common  to  all.  Rather,  to  God 
alone  certain  goods  belong,  such  as  eternity  and  omnipo- 
tence, while  certain  goods  belong  both  to  creatures  and  to 
God,  such  as  wisdom,  and  justice,  and  the  like. 

3.    ARE   ALL   THINGS   GOOD   BY   GOD's 
GOODNESS?39 

In  things  which  entail  relation,  there  is  no  reason  why  a 
thing  cannot  be  denominated  from  something  extrinsic  to 
it.  Thus  a  thing  is  denominated  placed  from  place,  and 
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measured  from  measure.  But  as  regards  things  that  are 
called  absolute,  opinions  differ.  Plato  held  the  separate  ex- 
istence of  the  essences  of  all  things,  and  that  individuals 
were  denominated  by  them  as  participating  in  the  separate 
essences;  for  instance,  that  Socrates  is  called  man  accord- 
ing to  the  separate  Idea  (or  Form)  of  man.40  Now,  just  as 
he  laid  down  separate  Ideas  of  man  and  horse,  which  he 
called  absolute  [per  se]  man  and  absolute  horse,41  so  like- 
wise he  posited  separate  Ideas  of  being  and  of  one,  which 
he  called  absolute  being  and  absolute  oneness;42  and  by 
participation  in  these  everything  was  called  being  or  one. 
What  was  thus  absolute  being  and  absolute  unity,  he  said 
was  the  highest  good.43  And  because  good  is  convertible 
being,  as  is  also  one,  he  called  the  absolute  good  God,44 
from  whom  all  things  are  called  good  by  way  of  partici- 
pation.45 

Although  this  opinion  appears  to  be  unreasonable  in 
maintaining  that  there  are  separate  forms  of  natural  things 
subsisting  of  themselves— as  Aristotle  argues  in  many 
ways—46  nevertheless  it  is  absolutely  true  that  there  is 
something  first  which  is  being  and  good  in  virtue  of  its 
own  essence,  namely,  He  whom  we  call  God,  as  is  clear 
from  what  was  proved  above.  .  .  .47 

Everything  is  therefore  called  good  from  God's  good- 
ness, as  from  the  first  exemplar,  efficient,  and  final  prin- 
ciple of  all  goodness.  Nevertheless,  everything  is  called 
good  by  reason  of  the  likeness  of  God's  goodness  inhering 
in  it,  which  likeness  is  its  own  goodness  whereby  it  is  de- 
nominated good.  And  so  of  all  things  there  is  one  Good- 
ness, and  yet  many  goodnesses. 


Chapter  IX 
The  Transcendental:  Beauty 


I.  INTRODUCTORY 

Nr  othing  exists  which  does  not  participate  in  beau- 
ty and  goodness,  since  each  thing  is  beautiful  and 
good  according  to  its  proper  form.  .  .  .  Created 
beauty  is  nothing  other  than  a  likeness  of  the  divine  beauty 
participated  in  things.1 

Now2  beauty  and  goodness  are  the  same  in  subject  be- 
cause they  are  based  upon  the  same  reality,  the  form.  And 
for  this  reason  goodness  is  praised  as  beautiful.  Yet  they 
differ  in  reason.  For  the  good  properly  regards  the  ap- 
petite (the  good  being  what  all  desire),  and  thus  it  has 
the  character  of  an  end,  seeing  that  appetite  is  a  certain 
motion  toward  a  thing.  Beauty,  on  the  other  hand,  re- 
gards the  cognitive  power,  because  those  things  are  said 
to  be  beautiful  which  please  when  seen.  Beauty  accord- 
ingly consists  in  due  proportion,  for  sense  delights  in 
things  rightly  proportioned,  as  in  things  like  unto  itself; 
indeed  sense  itself  is  a  kind  of  reason,  as  every  cognitive 
power  is.  And  because  cognition  is  effected  through  as- 
similation, and  assimilation  concerns  the  form,  beauty 
properly  pertains  to  the  nature  of  a  formal  cause.3 

For  beauty  three  things  are  required:  a)  integrity  or 
perfection,  b)  right  proportion  or  consonance,  c)  splen- 
dor of  form.4 
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God,  Who  is  "supersubstantially  beautiful,  is  called  Beau- 
ty," as  Dionysius  says,  because  He  confers  beauty  upon 
all  created  beings  according  to  the  peculiar  nature  of  each 
one. . . .  God  bestows  beauty  inasmuch  as  He  is  "the  cause 
of  harmony  (consonantia)  and  splendor  of  form  (claritas) 
in  all  things."  For  we  say  a  man  is  beautiful  by  reason  of 
the  seemly  proportion,  in  quantity  and  position,  of  his 
members,  and  therefore  we  declare  that  he  has  a  distin- 
guished and  splendid  appearance.  This  notion,  then,  is  to 
be  applied  analogously  (proportionaliter)  in  all  other  con- 
texts, so  that  every  thing  will  be  called  "beautiful"  accord- 
ing to  its  own  kind  of  luminousness  (claritas),  whether 
spiritual  or  corporeal,  and  according  as  it  is  disposed  in 
due  proportion  (debita  proportione). 

Now  Dionysius  shows  how  God  is  the  cause  of  splendor 
of  form,  saying  that  He  transmits  to  all  creatures,  with  a 
certain  lightning-like  brightness,  a  ray  of  His  own  brilliant 
light,  which  is  the  source  of  all  illumination.  And  these 
lightning-like  communications  of  the  divine  ray  of  light 
are  to  be  understood  according  to  analogical  participation; 
and  as  Dionysius  says,  they  are  "beautifying,"  that  is,  pro- 
ductive of  beauty  in  things. 

Regarding  the  other  point  made  by  Dionysius,  namely, 
that  God  is  the  cause  of  harmony  (consonantia— order  and 
proportion)  in  things,  we  must  note  that  this  harmony  is 
twofold.  First,  there  is  the  harmony  that  consists  in  the 
ordination  of  creatures  to  God.  And  here  Dionysius  says 
God  is  the  cause  of  harmony  "as  summoning  all  things  to 
Himself,"  in  that  He  converts  all  things  to  Himself  as  their 
end.  .  .  .  And  for  this  reason  beauty  in  Greek  is  /caAos,  a 
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word  derived  from  the  act  of  calling  [/caAe'w].  The  second 
harmony  in  things,  however,  lies  in  their  ordination  to 
each  other.  And  this  Dionysius  refers  to  when  he  says  that 
God  unites  all  with  all  in  relation  to  the  same.  Superiors, 
indeed,  as  the  Platonists  held,  are  in  inferiors  by  participa- 
tion, whereas  inferiors  are  in  superiors  by  a  certain  excel- 
lence, or  transcendence;  so  that  all  things  are  in  all  things. 
And  from  the  fact  that  all  are  in  all  in  a  certain  order,  it 
follows  that  all  are  ordered  to  the  same  end. 

Beauty,  as  Dionysius  shows,  is  predicated  of  God  by 
way  of  excess,  or  transcendence.  Excess,  however,  is  two- 
fold: the  one  generic,  which  is  signified  by  the  compara- 
tive or  the  superlative;  the  other  extra-generic,  which  is 
signified  by  the  addition  of  the  preposition  super.  For  in- 
stance, if  we  say  fire  "exceeds"  in  heat  generically,  then 
fire  is  spoken  of  as  "most  hot."  The  sun,  on  the  other 
hand,  "exceeds"  extra-generically;  so  it  is  not  said  to  be 
"most  hot,"  but  "super-hot,"  because  heat  is  not  in  the  sun 
in  the  same  mode  as  in  fire,  but  in  a  higher  mode.  Although 
this  twofold  excess  is  not  simultaneously  present  in  caused 
things,  nevertheless  God  is  said  to  be  at  once  "most  beauti- 
ful" and  "super-beautiful":  not  that  He  is  in  a  genus,  but 
that  all  things  of  whatever  genus  are  attributed  [analogi- 
cally] to  Him.  .  .  . 

Now,  just  as  a  thing  is  said  to  be  "more  white"  because 
it  is  less  mixed  with  black,  so  a  thing  is  said  to  be  "more 
beautiful"  in  proportion  to  its  immunity  from  any  defect 
of  beauty.  But  in  creatures  there  is  a  twofold  defect  of 
beauty.  One  consists  in  the  fact  that  some  things  exist 
whose  beauty  is  variable,  as  is  evidently  the  case  with  cor- 
ruptible things.  This  defect  Dionysius  excludes  from  God 
first  of  all,  saying  that  God  is  beautiful  always,  in  the  same 
respect  and  the  same  mode,  any  alteration  of  beauty  being 


THE   TRANSCENDENTAL:    BEAUTY  91 

foreign  to  Him.  Moreover,  there  is  in  God  neither  genera- 
tion nor  corruption  of  beauty,  nor  any  change,  either  of 
increase  or  diminution,  as  is  manifestly  true  of  corporeal 
things.  Now  the  second  deject  of  beauty  lies  in  this:  all 
creatures  have  beauty  that  is  in  some  way  particularized, 
just  as  they  have  a  particularized  nature.  This  defect  Dio- 
nysius  excludes  from  God  as  regards  every  mode  of  par- 
ticularity. God,  he  says,  is  not  in  one  part  beautiful  and  in 
another  ugly,  as  happens  sometimes  in  particular  things; 
nor  is  God  beautiful  at  one  time  and  at  another  not,  as  are 
things  whose  beauty  is  subject  to  time;  nor  is  He  beautiful 
in  one  relation  and  not  in  another,  as  with  all  things  or- 
dained to  one  determinate  use  or  end  (for,  were  they  di- 
rected to  something  else,  harmony  would  not  be  served, 
and  hence  neither  would  beauty) ;  nor,  again,  is  God  in  one 
place  beautiful  and  in  another  not,  as  some  things  are  be- 
cause they  seem  beautiful  to  certain  persons  and  to  others 
not.  On  the  contrary,  God  is  absolutely  and  in  every  way 
beautiful.  And  Dionysius  gives  the  explanation  of  all  this 
by  saying  God  is  beautiful  "according  to  Himself."  For 
this  phrase  eliminates  any  possibility  that  He  is  beautiful 
in  one  respect  only,  or  in  a  certain  time  only,  or  in  a  certain 
place  only,  because  what  belongs  to  a  being  "according  to 
itself,"  or  in  virtue  of  its  own  being,  and  does  so  primarily, 
belongs  to  it  totally  and  everlastingly  and  ubiquitously. 
Further,  God  is  beautiful  in  Himself,  not  in  respect  to 
something  determinate,  or  limited;  so  that  it  cannot  be 
said  He  is  beautiful  in  one  regard  and  in  another,  not.  .  .  . 
Finally,  God  is  always  and  uniformly  beautiful;  and  thus 
is  excluded  from  Him  the  first  defect  of  beauty,  namely, 
variability. 

Dionysius  shows  further  why  God  is  called  "super- 
beautiful,"  namely,  because  He  possesses  in  Himself  emi- 
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nently,  and  prior  to  all  other  beings,  the  source  of  all 
beauty.  In  God,  the  simple  and  supernatural  Essence  of 
all  beautiful  things  derived  from  Him,  every  beauty  and 
every  beautiful  being  pre-exists,  not  indeed  dividedly,  but 
uniformly  [unitedly  and  simply],  in  the  manner  in  which 
multiple  effects  pre-exist  in  their  cause. 

3.    THE   CAUSALITY   OF    BEAUTY6 

Dionysius  points  out  that  from  this  divine  Beauty,  exist- 
ence (esse)  comes  to  all  existing  beings.  Now,  as  was  said, 
splendor  of  form  (claritas)  pertains  to  the  consideration 
of  beauty.  But  every  form,  through  which  a  thing  has 
actual  existence,  is  a  certain  participation  of  the  divine 
intelligible  Splendor  (divina  claritas).  And  so  Dionysius 
adds:  "singular  things  are  beautiful  according  to  their 
proper  intelligible  essence  (ratio)";  and  this  means,  ac- 
cording to  their  proper  form.  It  is  therefore  evident  that 
the  act  of  existing  (esse)  of  all  things  stems  from  the  di- 
vine Beauty.  It  was  noted,  moreover,  that  harmony  (con- 
sonantia)  is  intrinsic  to  the  essence  of  beauty.  Hence  all 
things  which  in  any  way  appertain  to  harmony  [and  thus 
to  order  and  proportion]  proceed  from  the  divine  Beauty. 
Dionysius  thus  states  that  it  is  because  of  the  divine  Beauty 
that  there  are  "harmonious  relationships"  (concordiae), 
as  regards  understanding,  among  all  rational  creatures  (for 
those  are  in  accord  with  each  other  whose  thought  is  one), 
and  "friendships"  (amicitiae),  as  regards  affection,  and 
"fellowships"  (communiones),  as  regards  action,  or  some- 
thing extrinsic;  and  universally,  all  creatures,  whatsoever 
unity  they  may  have  among  themselves,  possess  that  unity 
in  virtue  of  the  beautiful. 

Dionysius  goes  on  to  say,  in  the  first  place,  that  "the 
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beautiful  is  the  principle  of  all  things  as  their  effective 
cause,"  bestowing  being  upon  them,  and  as  their  "moving 
cause,"  and  as  the  "containing  (that  is,  conserving)  cause 
of  all  things."  Now  these  three  offices  seem  to  pertain  to 
the  efficient  cause,  namely,  to  give  existence  (esse),  to 
move,  and  to  conserve.  But  there  is  a  certain  kind  of  effi- 
cient cause  that  acts  out  of  desire  for  an  end,  and  such 
action  is  proper  to  an  imperfect  agent,  one  which  does 
not  yet  possess  what  it  desires,  or  tends  toward.  On  the 
contrary,  it  pertains  to  the  perfect  agent  to  act  out  of  love 
of  that  which  it  possesses.  And  for  this  reason,  Dionysius 
adds  that  the  Beauty  which  is  God  is  the  effective,  motive, 
and  containing  Cause  "through  love  of  His  own  beauty." 
For  since  God  possesses  beauty,  He  wishes  to  multiply  it 
so  far  as  that  is  possible,  namely,  by  communication  of  its 
likeness.  Secondly,  Dionysius  says  that  the  Beauty  which 
is  God  is  "the  end  of  all  things,  as  final  cause"  of  all  things. 
For  it  is  in  order  to  imitate,  in  whatsoever  manner,  the 
divine  Beauty  that  all  things  are  made.  Thirdly,  the  divine 
Beauty  is  the  exemplar  cause,  since  it  is  by  reference  to  the 
divine  Beauty  that  all  things  are  distinguished,  and  the 
sign  of  this  is  that  no  one  cares  to  portray  or  represent 
anything  except  in  accordance  with  his  idea  of  beauty 
(nisi  ad  pulchrum). 

Finally,  when  Dionysius  avers,  "On  this  account,  too, 
the  beautiful  is  the  same  as  the  good,"  he  draws  a  certain 
corollary  from  what  he  had  said,  remarking  that  because 
the  beautiful  is  the  cause  of  all  things  in  all  these  ways,  it 
follows  that  the  good  and  the  beautiful  are  the  same.  For 
indeed  all  things  desire  the  beautiful  and  the  good  in  all 
these  modes,  and  there  is  nothing  that  does  not  participate 
in  beauty  and  goodness,  since  each  thing  is  beautiful  and 
good  according  to  its  proper  form.  Moreover,  we  can  even 
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declare  boldly  with  Dionysius  that  "the  non-existent,"  that 
is  to  say,  prime  matter,  "participates  in  beauty  and  good- 
ness," inasmuch  as  this  non-actual  primal  "being"  has  a 
certain  likeness  to  the  divine  beauty  and  goodness.  For 
beauty  and  goodness  in  God  are  extolled  through  the  ex- 
clusion of  all  imperfections  or  limitations.  In  the  case  of 
prime  matter  it  is  indeed  a  question  of  exclusion  by  way 
of  defect;  in  God,  of  exclusion  by  way  of  excess,  seeing 
that  God  exists  super-substantially. 

However,  although  beauty  and  goodness  are  the  same 
in  reality— for  both  splendor  of  form  (claritas)  and  har- 
mony (consonantia)  are  contained  in  the  notion  of  good- 
ness—nevertheless, they  differ  in  reason,  because  beauty 
adds  to  goodness  ordination  to  cognitive  power.7 

Now8  Dionysius  explains  that  although  goodness  and 
beauty  are  one  in  their  very  being  (unum  esse),  they  are 

the  "cause  of  all  goods  and  beauties"— which  are  many 

He  points  out  that  beauty  is  the  cause  of  the  substantial 
essences  of  things.  For  every  essence  is  either  a  simple 
form,9  or  has  its  substantial  completion  through  its  sub- 
stantial form.  But  a  form  is  a  certain  irradiation  from  the 
Primary  Splendor  of  Form.10  And,  as  was  said,  splendor 
of  form  pertains  to  the  essence  of  beauty. 

Again,  in  speaking  of  "unities  and  distinctions,"  Diony- 
sius notes  the  things  that  pertain  to  the  concept  of  unity. 
And  what  we  must  consider  here  is  that  one  adds  to  the 
notion  of  being,  indivision;  for  one  means  undivided  being. 
Thus,  opposed  to  unity  is  distinction  or  division.  Now  the 
cause  of  the  "unities  and  distinctions"  of  things,  Dionysius 
declares,  is  the  divine  Beauty.  Let  us  recall  that  oneness  in 
substance  is  the  cause  of  identity;  distinctness  in  substance, 
the  cause  of  diversity  .  .  .  ,  while  similarity  is  caused  by 
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oneness  in  quality.  ...  It  is  an  evident  fact,  moreover,  that 
dissimilar  entities  agree  in  something  (e.g.,  contraries  agree 
in  genus  and  in  matter,  or  subject),  and  that  things  united 
accidentally  remain  distinct  as  parts  in  their  whole.  (Re- 
specting the  first  of  these  Dionysius  uses  the  expression 
"communions  of  contraries,"  and  for  the  second  "inter- 
mixtures of  units.")  Now  the  point  is  this:  all  these  things 
are  reduced  to  the  causality  of  the  beautiful,  because  they 
appertain  to  harmony  (consonantia— order,  proportion), 
which  in  turn  is  of  the  essence  of  beauty,  as  was  said  above. 

Further,  speaking  of  the  "providence  of  superiors," 
Dionysius  enumerates  that  which  pertains  to  the  order 
of  things.  And  first  he  considers  this  problem  from  the 
standpoint  of  action— according  as  superiors  provide  for 
inferiors  (he  touches  upon  this  in  referring  to  "the  re- 
ciprocal relations  of  coordinate  things,"  that  is,  of  equals), 
and  also  according  as  inferiors  are  ordained  to  the  recep- 
tion from  superiors  of  perfection  and  governance. . . . 

Secondly,  he  notes  what  pertains  to  the  existence  of 
things  in  themselves,  declaring  that  the  perdurances  where- 
by certain  things  (that  is,  things-in-themselves)  are  kept 
in  being  have  their  principle  in  the  beautiful.  For  a  thing 
is  kept  in  existence  by  the  fact  that  it  remains  within  the 
limits  of  its  nature,  since  if  it  so  to  speak  poured  itself 
out  altogether,  it  would  perish.  And  Dionysius  adds  the 
phrase:  "And  dissimilar  collocations,"  that  is,  foundations. 
For,  just  as  a  thing  is  conserved  in  being  by  remaining  in 
itself,  so  is  it  intransmutable  by  having  something  in- 
trinsically solid  upon  which  it  is  founded. 

Thirdly,  Dionysius  cites  the  things  that  pertain  to  the 
abiding  presence  of  one  thing  in  another.  It  must  be  borne 
in  mind,  he  points  out,  that  when  something  is  to  be  con- 
structed from  a  number  of  other  things,  the  prime  requisite 
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is  that  the  parts  be  in  conformity.  For  instance,  the  stones 
of  which  a  house  is  built  are  by  nature  conformed  to  each 
other.  Similarly,  all  the  parts  of  the  universe  come  to- 
gether and  form  a  unity  in  virtue  of  their  common  act 
of  existing.  Dionysius  therefore  says  that  not  only  the 
abiding  presence  of  things  in  themselves  has  its  source  in 
the  beautiful,  but  also  the  "communions  of  all  things  in 
all  things  according  to  the  proper  nature  of  each."  For  it 
is  not  in  one  mode  that  all  things  are  in  all  things;  rather, 
superiors  are  in  inferiors  by  participation;  inferiors  in  su- 
periors excellently.11  Yet  all  share  something  in  common 
with  all. 

Moreover,  for  something  to  be  constituted  by  a  number 
of  things,  it  is  necessary,  secondly,  that  they  be  adaptable 
to  one  another  even  as  regards  that  in  which  they  are  di- 
verse. Thus  a  house  would  not  be  made  of  cement  and 
stone  unless  these  things  were  fitted  to  exist  together.  Like- 
wise the  parts  of  the  universe  are  adapted  to  each  other 
inasmuch  as  they  can  fall  under  one  order.12 

The  third  requirement  is  that  the  one  part  be  served  by 
the  other.  Thus  the  walls  and  the  roof  of  a  building  are 
supported  by  the  foundation,  and  the  roof  completely 
covers  the  walls  and  the  foundation.  So,  too,  in  the  uni- 
verse higher  things  give  perfection  to  lower  things,  and 
in  the  lower  thing  a  higher  power  is  manifested.  Hence 
Dionysius'  phrase:  "and  friendships  not  disordered";  for 
relations  of  mutual  service  among  things  are  not  prejudi- 
cial to  their  distinctness. 

A  fourth  requirement  is  due  proportion  in  the  parts.  The 
foundation,  for  example,  must  be  proportioned  to  the 
other  parts.  Therefore  Dionysius  adds:  "and  the  harmony 
of  the  whole,"  that  is,  of  all  the  parts  of  the  universe.  Thus 
harmony  is  caused  in  sounds  by  the  right  proportion  of 
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numbers.  Therefore,  the  parts  having  been  thus  disposed,13 
their  unification  in  the  whole  follows,  so  that  from  all  the 
parts  of  the  universe  one  totality  (universitas)  of  things  is 
constituted.  .  . . 

This  "concretion"  of  parts  in  the  universe  is  attained  in 
two  ways.  First,  by  means  of  that  "local"  containment 
whereby  superiors  in  some  fashion  are  in  things  in  place 
of  inferiors,  whether  spiritual  or  corporeal.  Hence  Diony- 
sius'  phrase:  "indissoluble  containments  of  existing  things"; 
that  is  to  say,  superiors  contain  inferiors  in  an  indissoluble 
order.  Secondly,  this  concretion  of  parts  in  the  universal 
whole  is  attained  as  regards  the  succession  of  time,  so  far 
as  generable  and  corruptible  things  (wherein  the  posterior 
succeed  the  prior)  are  concerned.  Consequently,  Diony- 
sius  appends  this  expression:  "the  unfailing  successions  of 
the  things  that  are  made."  The  successions  of  things  in- 
deed are  said  to  be  "unfailing,"  not  because  genera  endure 
forever,  but  because  some  succeed  others  without  inter- 
ruption as  long  as  this  world  process  (cursus  mundi)  lasts. 
Now  all  these  things,  as  Dionysius  says,  are  caused  by 
beauty,  because  they  pertain  to  the  nature  of  harmony 
(consonantia),  which  in  turn  is  of  the  essence  of  beauty. 

Further,  Dionysius  says  that  "all  rests  and  motions,"  in- 
asmuch as  they  import  some  relation  of  one  thing  to  an- 
other, belong  to  the  notion  of  harmony  and  beauty.  .  .  . 
Indeed  he  declares  that  all  rests  and  motions,  whether  of 
souls  or  of  bodies,  are  caused  by  the  divine  Beauty.  And 
he  says  this  because  .  .  .  that  which  is  above  all  rest  and 
motion  is  the  cause  of  both  rest  and  motion  in  all  things, 
inasmuch  as  it  establishes  each  thing  in  its  proper  nature, 
wherein  the  thing  has  its  resting  place  [so  to  speak],  and 
inasmuch  as  it  moves  all  things  in  relation  to  the  divine 
motion.  For  the  motions  of  all  things  are  ordered  to  the 
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motion  whereby  they  are  moved  toward  God,  as  the  mo- 
tions relative  to  secondary  ends  are  ordered  to  the  motion 
which  is  directed  to  the  ultimate  end.  Now  the  form  upon 
which  the  proper  nature  of  a  thing  depends,  pertains  to 
intelligible  splendor  (claritas),  and  order  to  the  end  [final- 
ity] pertains  to  harmony  (consojiantia).  Therefore  mo- 
tion and  rest  are  reduced  to  the  causality  of  the  beautiful.14 


Chapter  X 
Metaphysics  as  Scientia  Divina 


1.  DOES    DIVINE    SCIENCE   TREAT   OF   THOSE 

THINGS   THAT   EXIST   WITHOUT 
MATTER   AND   MOTION?1 

It  seems  that  divine  science  does  not  treat  of  things 
separated  from  motion  and  matter. 
Objections,  i.  Apparently  divine  science  is,  above 
all,  about  God.  But  we  cannot  attain  to  a  knowledge  of 
God  except  through  visible  effects,  which  are  rooted  in 
matter  and  motion.  Rom.  1:20:  "The  invisible  things  of 
Him  from  the  creation  of  the  world  are  clearly  seen,  being 
understood  by  the  things  that  are  made."  Therefore  divine 
science  does  not  abstract  from  matter  and  motion. 

2.  That  to  which  motion  in  any  manner  appertains  is 
not  altogether  separated  from  matter  and  motion.  But  mo- 
tion in  some  way  appertains  to  God:  wherefore  it  is  said 
of  the  divine  wisdom  (Wisd.  7:22,  24)  that  it  is  active  and 
more  active  than  all  active  things.  And  Augustine  says2 
that  God  moves  Himself  without  time  and  place;  and 
Plato  held3  that  the  first  mover  moves  himself.  Therefore 
divine  science,  which  treats  of  God,  is  not  altogether  sepa- 
rated from  motion. 

3.  The  study  not  only  of  God  but  also  of  the  angels 
falls  within  the  province  of  divine  science.  But  the  angels 
are  moved  both  according  to  choice  (since  from  being 
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good  they  became  bad)  and  according  to  place,  as  is 
clear  in  regard  to  those  who  have  been  sent  as  messengers. 
Therefore  the  things  that  divine  science  considers  are  not 
altogether  separated  from  motion. 

4.  As  the  Commentator  seems  to  say  in  the  beginning 
of  his  Physics,4"  all  that  is,  is  either  pure  matter  or  pure 
form  or  a  composite  of  matter  and  form.  But  an  angel  is 
not  a  pure  form;  if  it  were,  it  would  be  pure  act,  which 
only  God  is.  Nor  is  the  angel  pure  matter.  Therefore  it 
is  composed  of  matter  and  form.  It  follows  that  divine 
science  does  not  abstract  from  matter. 

5.  Divine  science,  which  is  held  to  be  the  third  part  of 
speculative  philosophy,  is  the  same  as  metaphysics,  whose 
subject  is  being,  and  especially  that  being  which  is  sub- 
stance, as  is  clearly  stated  in  the  fourth  book  of  the  Meta- 
physics.5 But  being  and  substance  do  not  abstract  from 
matter;  otherwise  no  being  which  had  matter  would  be 
found  in  existence.  Therefore  divine  science  does  not  ab- 
stract from  matter. 

6.  According  to  the  Philosopher  in  the  first  book  of  the 
Posterior  Analytics,6  it  is  the  office  of  a  science  to  con- 
sider not  only  its  subject  but  also  the  parts  and  passions 
of  that  subject.  But  being  is  the  subject  of  divine  science, 
as  has  been  said.  Thus  it  pertains  to  divine  science  to  con- 
sider all  beings.  But  matter  and  motion  are  beings  in  a 
certain  sense,  and  thus  the  study  of  them  belongs  to  meta- 
physics. So  it  is  that  divine  science  does  not  abstract  from 
matter  and  motion. 

7.  As  the  Commentator  says  in  the  first  book  of  his 
Physics,7  divine  science  demonstrates  by  means  of  three 
causes:  the  efficient,  the  formal  and  the  final.  But  the  ef- 
ficient cause  cannot  be  taken  into  account  without  con- 
sidering motion;  likewise,  neither  can  the  final  cause,  as 
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is  stated  in  the  third  book  of  the  Metaphysics.8  Hence  in 
mathematics,  because  its  objects  are  immobile,  no  demon- 
stration is  made  through  causes  of  these  two  kinds.  There- 
fore divine  science  does  not  abstract  from  motion. 

8.  Theology  treats  of  the  creation  of  heaven  and  earth 
and  the  acts  of  men,  and  many  such  things  which  in  them- 
selves contain  matter  and  motion.  Therefore  theology 
seems  not  to  abstract  from  matter  and  motion. 

On  the  contrary,  we  have  the  Philosopher's  statement 
in  the  sixth  book  of  the  Metaphysics,9  that  first  philosophy 
is  concerned  with  beings  separable  from  matter  and  with 
things  immobile.  But  first  philosophy  is  divine  science,  as 
he  says  there  also.10  Therefore  divine  science  is  abstracted 
from  matter  and  motion. 

Moreover,  the  noblest  science  is  about  the  noblest  things. 
But  divine  science  is  the  noblest  science.  Immaterial  and 
immobile  things  being  the  noblest  of  all,  it  follows  that 
divine  science  will  treat  of  them. 

I  answer:  It  must  be  said  that  to  make  clear  what  this 
question  means  it  is  necessary  to  know  which  of  the  sci- 
ences ought  to  be  called  "divine  science."  Bear  in  mind, 
then,  that  whatever  science  considers  a  certain  genus  [or 
order  of  being]  as  its  subject  must  consider  the  principles 
of  that  genus,  since  science  is  not  fulfilled  except  through 
knowledge  of  principles,  as  the  Philosopher  states  in  the 
beginning  of  the  Physics.11  But  there  are  two  kinds  of 
principles:  i)  Those  which  are  in  themselves  complete 
natures  and  yet  are  also  principles  of  other  things.  (Thus 
the  celestial  bodies  are  in  a  certain  way  principles  of  other 
inferior  bodies;  and  simple  bodies,  of  mixed  bodies.)  Such 
things  then  are  considered,  in  the  sciences  treating  of  them, 
not  only  as  principles  but  also  as  realities  in  themselves. 
And  for  this  reason  not  only  are  they  dealt  with  in  that 
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science  which  considers  them  as  principiates,  but  they  have 
also  a  distinct  science  of  their  own.  For  instance,  there  is 
a  certain  branch  of  natural  science  that  deals  with  heavenly 
bodies,  distinct  from  that  branch  in  which  inferior  bodies 
are  considered,  and  a  branch  that  treats  of  the  elements, 
distinct  from  the  one  concerned  with  mixed  bodies.  2) 
There  are  certain  other  principles,  however,  that  are  not 
complete  natures  in  themselves  but  are  only  principles  of 
natures,  as  unity  is  in  relation  to  number,  a  point  with 
respect  to  a  line,  and  form  and  matter  as  regards  a  physical 
body.  Hence  principles  of  this  kind  are  dealt  with  only  in 
that  science  which  treats  of  the  things  flowing  from  those 
principles. 

Now,  just  as  there  are  certain  common  principles  be- 
longing to  every  determinate  genus  and  extending  to  all 
the  principles  of  that  genus,  so  too  all  beings,  as  regards 
their  common  participation  in  being,  have  certain  prin- 
ciples that  are  the  principles  of  all  beings.  These  principles 
indeed  can  be  called  "common"  in  two  ways,  as  Avicenna 
says  in  his  Sufficientia.12  In  one  way,  by  predication,  as 
when  I  say  that  "form  is  common  to  all  forms"  because 
it  is  predicated  of  any  form  whatever;  in  another  way,  by 
causality,  as  when  we  say  that  numerically  one  and  the 
same  sun  is  the  principle  of  all  generable  things.  Now  of 
all  beings  there  are  principles  common  not  only  according 
to  this  first  mode  (which  the  Philosopher  in  the  twelfth 
book  of  the  Metaphysics13  calls  having  the  same  principles 
"according  to  analogy"),  but  also  according  to  the  second 
mode,  there  being  certain  things  numerically  the  same 
which  are  the  principles  of  all  things.  So,  for  example, 
principles  of  accidents  are  reduced  to  principles  of  sub- 
stance, and  principles  of  corruptible  things  to  incorrupti- 
ble substances.  Thus  all  things,  in  a  certain  grade  and  order, 
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are  reduced  to  various  principles.  And  since  that  which  is 
the  principle  of  existence  for  all  beings  must  needs  be  be- 
ing in  the  highest  mode,  as  is  said  in  the  second  book  of 
the  Metaphysics,14  principles  of  this  [ultimate]  kind  must 
be  in  the  highest  degree  complete,  and  hence  most  per- 
fectly actual,  having  nothing,  or  the  very  least,  of  po- 
tentiality, because  (as  shown  in  the  ninth  book  of  the 
Metaphysics15)  act  is  prior  to  and  more  powerful  than 
potentiality.  These  principles  therefore  must  be  without 
matter,  which  is  in  potentiality,  and  without  motion,  which 
is  the  act  of  a  thing  existing  in  potentiality.  Of  such  an 
order  are  divine  things;  for  if  the  divine  exists  anywhere 
it  exists  above  all  in  such  a  nature,  namely,  an  immaterial 
and  immobile  one,  as  is  stated  in  the  sixth  book  of  the 
Metaphysics16 

Thus,  because  they  are  principles  of  all  beings  and  yet 
are  natures  complete  in  themselves,  divine  things  can  be 
considered  in  two  ways:  in  one  way  as  the  common  prin- 
ciples of  all  beings,  in  another  as  realities  in  themselves. 
However,  as  Aristotle  remarks  in  the  second  book  of  the 
Metaphysics17  principles  of  this  kind,  though  supremely 
intelligible  in  themselves,  are  in  relation  to  our  intellect 
as  the  light  of  the  sun  to  the  eyes  of  the  owl;  so  that  we 
cannot  by  the  light  of  natural  reason  attain  to  them  except 
as  we  are  led  to  them  through  their  effects.  And  in  this 
way  the  philosophers  arrived  at  a  knowledge  of  them,  ac- 
cording to  Rom.  1:20:  "The  invisible  things  of  God  are 
clearly  seen,  being  understood  through  the  things  that  are 
made."  Therefore  such  divine  things  are  dealt  with  by 
philosophers  only  so  far  as  they  are  principles  of  all  things, 
and  hence  they  are  studied  in  that  doctrine  wherein  the 
principles  common  to  all  beings  are  established  and  whose 
subject  is  being  as  being;  and  among  the  philosophers  this 
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science  is  called  "divine  science."  There  is  however  an- 
other way  of  knowing  divine  things,  not  as  they  are  made 
manifest  through  their  effects,  but  according  as  they  mani- 
fest themselves.  This  way  of  knowing  divine  things  the 
Apostle  speaks  of  in  I  Cor.  2:11  f.:  "The  things  also  that 
are  of  God  no  man  knoweth,  but  the  Spirit  of  God.  Now 
we  have  received  not  the  spirit  of  this  world,  but  the  Spirit 
that  is  of  God";  and  (2:10):  "To  us  God  hath  revealed 
them,  by  His  Spirit."  And  in  this  way  divine  things  are 
considered  according  as  they  subsist  in  themselves,  and 
not  only  so  far  as  they  are  principles  of  things. 

Thus  theology  or  divine  science  is  twofold:  one  in 
which  divine  things  are  considered  not  so  much  as  the 
subject  of  the  science  but  as  the  principles  of  its  subject, 
and  such  is  that  theology  which  the  philosophers  sought 
after  and  which  by  another  name  is  called  "metaphysics"; 
the  other  which  considers  divine  things  on  their  own  ac- 
count as  the  very  subject  of  its  science,  and  this  is  that 
theology  which  is  communicated  in  Sacred  Scripture.  Both 
theologies,  however,  are  concerned  with  things  existing 
apart  from  matter  and  motion,  but  in  diverse  ways,  ac- 
cording as  a  thing  can  exist  in  separation  from  matter  and 
motion  in  either  of  two  ways:  in  one  way  if  by  reason  of 
its  very  nature  it  can  in  no  wise  exist  in  union  with  matter 
and  motion,  and  thus  are  God  and  the  angels  said  to  be 
"separated"  from  matter  and  motion;  in  another  way  if 
the  thing  is  not  by  its  very  nature  existent  in  matter  and 
motion  but  can  exist  apart  therefrom,  though  it  may  some- 
times be  found  in  matter  and  motion;  and  thus  being  and 
substance,  potency  and  act,  are  "separated"  from  matter 
and  motion,  because  they  do  not  depend  upon  matter  and 
motion  for  their  existence,  as  do  mathematical  objects, 
which  can  never  exist  except  in  matter,  although  they  can 
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be  understood  without  sensible  matter.  Philosophical  the- 
ology therefore  treats  as  its  subjects  things  separated  in 
the  second  way,  but  things  separated  in  the  first  way  it 
deals  with  as  principles  of  its  subject.  The  theology  of 
Sacred  Scripture,  on  the  other  hand,  treats  as  its  subjects 
things  separated  in  the  first  way,  although  in  this  science 
some  things  existing  in  matter  and  motion  are  dealt  with, 
as  the  manifestation  of  divine  things  requires. 

Answers  to  Objections.  1.  Things  introduced  into  a  sci- 
ence only  in  order  to  bring  to  light  other  matters  do  not 
pertain  to  that  science  essentially  but  only  as  it  were  acci- 
dentally. So  it  is  that  mathematics  of  various  kinds  are 
employed  in  the  field  of  natural  science.  Thus  there  is  no 
reason  why  certain  things  implicated  in  matter  and  mo- 
tion should  not  be  dealt  with  [per  accidens]  in  divine 
science. 

2.  Movement  cannot  be  predicated  of  God  properly 
but  only  as  it  were  metaphorically,  and  this  in  a  twofold 
manner.  In  one  way  according  as  the  operation  of  the  in- 
tellect or  of  the  will  is  termed,  improperly,  a  motion,  so 
that  a  person  is  said  to  "move"  himself  when  he  knows  or 
loves  himself.  And  taken  in  this  way  Plato's  dictum  can 
be  verified,  for  Plato  said18  that  the  first  mover  moves 
himself,  since  indeed  he  knows  and  loves  himself,  as  the 
Commentator  remarks,  writing  on  the  eighth  book  of  Aris- 
totle's Physics.19  In  another  way  according  as  the  efflux  of 
effects  from  their  causes  can  be  called  a  procession  or  a 
kind  of  motion  of  the  cause  into  the  effect,  since  in  the 
effect  itself  there  is  left  a  likeness  of  the  cause,  so  that  the 
cause,  which  at  first  existed  in  itself,  afterward  is  in  its 
effect  by  its  own  likeness.  And  in  this  way  God,  Who  con- 
fers a  likeness  of  Himself  upon  all  creatures,  is  in  a  certain 
[metaphorical]  sense  said  to  move  through  all  things  or 
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to  proceed  to  all  things.  This  manner  of  speaking  Diony- 
sius  frequently  employs.20  And  apparently  it  is  in  accord- 
ance with  this  usage  that  we  must  understand  what  is  said 
in  Wisd.  7:24:  "Wisdom  is  more  active  than  all  active 
things,  and  reacheth  mightily  from  end  to  end."  Now  this 
activity  of  the  Divine  Wisdom  is  not  movement  properly 
so  called.  Therefore  the  conclusion  of  the  Objection  does 
not  follow. 

3.  The  divine  science  which  has  been  received  through 
Divine  inspiration  does  not  deal  with  the  angels  as  its  sub- 
ject but  only  as  things  taken  up  in  order  to  make  mani- 
fest that  subject.  Thus  in  Sacred  Scripture  the  angels  are 
treated  of  just  as  other  creatures  are  also.  But  in  that  divine 
science  which  the  philosophers  teach,  the  angels  (whom 
they  call  intelligences)  are  considered  under  the  same  for- 
mal aspect  [that  of  real  causal  principle]  as  is  the  first 
cause,  God.  That  is  to  say,  the  angels  are  here  treated  as 
second  principles  of  things,  at  least  so  far  as  the  motion 
of  the  spheres  is  concerned,  although  no  physical  motion 
can  be  attributed  to  the  angels.21  Moreover,  the  "motion" 
involved  in  choice  is  reduced  to  the  same  kind  as  that  at- 
tributed to  the  act  of  the  intellect  or  the  will,  namely,  mo- 
tion improperly  so  called— motion  taken  for  operation. 
Then  too,  the  motion  whereby  the  angels  are  said  to  move 
locally  is  not  motion  in  respect  of  circumscribed  place,  but 
of  the  operation  they  exercise  in  this  or  that  place;  or  it  is 
motion  as  regards  some  other  relation  which  they  have  to 
a  place,  a  relation  utterly  diverse  (omnino  aequivocam) 
from  that  which  a  body  in  place  has  to  place.  Hence  it  is 
evident  that  "motion"  in  reference  to  the  angels  has  noth- 
ing in  common  with  the  motion  by  which  physical  bodies 
are  said  to  be  in  motion. 

4.  Act  and  potentiality  are  principles  more  common 
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than  matter  and  form.  Therefore,  although  no  composi- 
tion of  matter  and  form  exists  in  the  angels,  there  can  be 
found  in  them  potentiality  and  act.  For  matter  and  form 
are  the  parts  of  a  thing  composed  of  matter  and  form; 
hence  in  such  things  only  is  a  composition  of  matter  and 
form  present,  the  matter  being  related  to  the  form  as 
potentiality  to  act.  But  what  is  able  to  be  is  able  also  not 
to  be.  Therefore  one  part  can  be  found  with  the  other  and 
without  the  other,  and  for  this  reason  a  composition  of 
matter  and  form  is  found,  according  to  the  Commenta- 
tor,22 solely  in  things  corruptible  by  nature.  Nor  is  this 
inconsistent  with  the  abiding  presence  of  some  accident 
or  other  in  some  perpetually  existent  subject,  as  the  acci- 
dent of  figure  in  the  heavens,  since  after  all  the  celestial 
body  could  not  exist  without  such  an  accident.  For  figure 
and  all  the  other  accidents  follow  from  the  substance  as 
from  their  cause.  The  subject  is  thus  related  to  its  accidents 
not  only  as  a  passive  potency  but  also  in  a  certain  manner 
as  an  active  one,  so  that  some  accidents  naturally  exist  per- 
petually in  their  subjects.  However,  matter  is  not  in  this 
way  the  cause  of  form,  and  therefore  every  matter  which 
is  the  subject  of  a  form  can  also  not  be  its  subject,  unless 
perchance  it  be  maintained  [as  its  subject]  by  an  extrinsic 
cause.  Thus  we  hold  that  it  is  by  the  divine  power  that 
some  bodies,  though  composed  of  contrary  elements,  are 
incorruptible,  such  as  the  bodies  of  those  risen  from  the 
dead.  But  since  the  angelic  essence  is  by  its  very  nature 
incorruptible,  there  is  in  it  no  composition  of  matter  and 
form.  Yet,  because  the  angel  does  not  have  existence  from 
itself,  it  is  in  potency  to  the  existence  which  it  receives 
from  God;  and  its  existence  received  from  God  is  related 
to  its  simple  essence  as  act  to  potentiality.  And  this  is  what 
is  meant  by  the  statement  that  angels  are  composed  of 
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quod  est  and  of  quo  est,  the  very  act  of  existing  being 
understood  by  the  quo  est  and  the  angelic  nature  by  the 
quod  est.  If,  however,  the  angels  were  composed  of  matter 
and  form,  this  could  not  be  sensible  matter,  from  which 
mathematical  entities  must  be  abstracted  and  metaphysical 
ones  separated. 

5.  Being  and  substance  are  said  to  be  separated  from 
matter  and  motion,  not  by  reason  of  the  fact  that  it  is  of 
their  nature  to  be  without  matter  and  motion,  as  it  is  the 
nature  of  an  ass  to  be  without  reason,  but  because  it  is  not 
required  by  their  nature  that  they  be  in  matter  and  mo- 
tion, although  sometimes  they  are  in  matter  and  motion. 
For  instance,  the  term  "animal"  abstracts  from  rationality, 
and  yet  some  animal  is  rational. 

6.  The  metaphysician  considers  even  singular  beings, 
not  indeed  according  to  their  proper  intelligible  natures 
whereby  they  are  beings  of  such  and  such  a  kind,  but  ac- 
cording as  they  participate  in  the  common  intelligible  ob- 
ject which  is  being.  And  so  it  is  that  matter  and  motion 
also  fall  within  the  metaphysician's  purview. 

7.  To  act  and  to  be  acted  upon  do  not  pertain  to  beings 
according  to  their  presence  in  thought,  but  as  they  are  in 
existence.  The  mathematician,  however,  considers  abstract 
things  according  to  their  presence  in  thought  only;  so  that 
these  things,  so  far  as  they  come  under  his  consideration, 
cannot  be  the  principle  or  the  end  of  motion.  And  it  is  for 
this  reason  that  the  mathematician  makes  no  demonstra- 
tions through  efficient  and  final  causes.  But  realities  that 
the  theologian  [or  the  metaphysician]  considers  are  things 
separated  [from  matter  and  motion]  and  actually  existing 
in  the  real  world;  and  as  such  they  can  be  the  principle 
and  end  or  final  cause  of  motion.  Nothing,  then,  prevents 
him  from  demonstrating  through  efficient  and  final  causes. 
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8.  Faith,  which  is  as  it  were  the  habitus  of  the  principles 
of  theology,  has  the  First  Truth  as  its  object,  yet  certain 
other  things  pertaining  to  creatures  are  contained  in  the 
articles  of  faith  so  far  as  they  are  in  some  way  related  to 
the  First  Truth.  So  likewise  theology  has  God  principally 
as  its  subject,  but  it  also  treats  extensively  of  creatures 
as  His  effects,  or  as  being  related  to  Him  in  any  way 
whatever. 

2.    ON   THE    PROCEDURE    PROPER   TO 


Just  as  to  proceed  by  way  of  ratiocination  is  attributed  to 
natural  philosophy  because  in  it  the  mode  of  reason24  is 
especially  observed,  so  to  proceed  by  way  of  intellection 
is  attributed  to  divine  science  since  in  it  the  mode  of  intel- 
lect25 is  especially  observed.  Now  reason  differs  from  in- 
tellect as  multitude  from  unity.  Hence  Boethius  says  in 
The  Consolation  of  Philosophy2®  that  the  relation  of  rea- 
son to  intellect  is  similar  to  that  of  time  to  eternity  and  of 
the  circle  to  its  center.  For  it  is  proper  to  reason  to  be 
spread  abroad,  as  it  were,  over  many  things,  and  from 
them  to  acquire  one  simple  cognition.  Hence  in  the  seventh 
chapter  of  The  Divine  Names21  Dionysius  says  that  souls, 
according  as  they  have  the  power  of  ratiocination,  encom- 
pass the  truth  in  a  roundabout  way,  and  in  this  respect  are 
inferior  to  the  angels,  though  inasmuch  as  they  resolve  the 
many  into  the  one,  they  are  in  a  certain  manner  equal  to 
the  angels. 

Intellect,  on  the  other  hand,  considers  first  of  all  the 
one  and  simple  truth,  and  in  it  grasps  its  knowledge  of  the 
whole  multiplicity,  just  as  God  in  knowing  His  essence 
is  cognizant  of  all  things.  Wherefore  Dionysius  says  in  the 


IIO  METAPHYSICS   OF   ST.   THOMAS 

same  place  that  the  minds  of  the  angels  possess  intellectual- 
ity inasmuch  as  they  apprehend  uniformly  the  intelligible 
essences  of  divine  things. 

It  is  therefore  evident  that  the  rational  consideration28 
finds  its  termination  in  the  intellectual29  by  way  of  resolu- 
tion, inasmuch  as  from  many  things  the  reason  gathers  the 
one  and  simple  truth.  And  again,  intellectual  consideration 
is  the  principle  of  the  rational  by  way  of  composition  and 
discovery,  inasmuch  as  intellect  grasps  many  things  in  one. 
Therefore  that  consideration  which  is  the  terminus  of  all 
human  ratiocination  is  above  all  the  intellectual.  But  the 
entire  consideration  of  reason  in  its  resolutive  endeavors 
in  all  sciences  has  for  its  end  the  knowledge  of  divine 
science. 

Now  .  .  .  the  reason  proceeds  sometimes  from  one  to 
another  according  to  reality,  as  when  demonstration  is 
made  through  causes  or  through  extrinsic  effects— by  com- 
posing indeed  when  proceeding  from  causes  to  effects, 
resolving  when  proceeding  from  effects  to  causes,  for 
causes  are  simpler  than  effects  and  more  immovably  and 
uniformly  permanent.  The  ultimate  term  of  resolution  in 
this  procedure  therefore  is  attained  when  the  reason  ar- 
rives at  the  supreme  and  simplest  causes,  which  are  the 
separated  substances. 

Sometimes,  however,  the  process  is  from  one  thing  to 
another  according  to  reason,  as  when  the  advance  is  made 
according  to  intrinsic  causes.  This  is  by  a  method  of  com- 
posing, when  from  the  most  universal  forms  the  reason 
proceeds  to  those  more  particular.  But  it  is  a  method  of 
resolving  when  the  process  is  reversed,  since  the  more  uni- 
versal is  the  simpler.  Those  things  are  in  the  highest  degree 
universal,  however,  which  are  common  to  all  beings,  and 
therefore  the  ultimate  term  in  this  process  of  resolution  is 
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the  consideration  of  being  and  of  those  things  which  per- 
tain to  beings  as  such. 

o 

Now  these  are  the  very  things  of  which  divine  science 
treats  .  .  .  ,  to  wit,  separated  substances  and  the  principles 
common  to  all  beings.  Hence  it  is  evident  that  its  consider- 
ation is  pre-eminently  intellectual.  So  too  it  follows  that 
divine  science  confers  principles  upon  all  the  other  sci- 
ences, inasmuch  as  intellectual  consideration  is,  in  the  order 
of  reason,  the  principle  on  whose  account  divine  science 
is  called  "first  philosophy."  And  yet  this  science  is  learned 
after  physics,  inasmuch  as  intellectual  consideration  is  the 
terminus  of  the  rational.  Wherefore  divine  science  is  called 
"metaphysics,"  as  though  one  were  to  say  "trans-physics," 
because  it  arises  by  way  of  resolution  after  physics. 

3.    THE   WHOLE    OF    METAPHYSICS    IS    ORDERED 
TO   THE   KNOWLEDGE    OF    GOD30 

Now  since  all  creatures,  even  those  devoid  of  intelligence, 
are  directed  to  God  as  their  last  end  and  all  reach  this  end 
so  far  as  they  have  some  share  of  likeness  to  Him,  the  in- 
tellectual creature  attains  to  Him  in  a  special  way  through 
its  proper  operation,  namely,  by  understanding  Him.  This 
then  must  be  the  end  of  the  intellectual  creature:  to  know 
God. 

For,  as  was  shown  above,31  God  is  the  end  of  each  thing, 
and  hence  each  thing,  to  the  greatest  extent  possible  to  it, 
intends  to  be  united  to  God  as  its  last  end.  But  a  thing  is 
more  closely  united  to  God  by  attaining  in  some  way  to 
His  very  substance  (and  this  occurs  when  it  has  some 
cognition  of  that  substance)  than  by  simply  attaining  some 
likeness  of  Him.  Therefore  the  intellectual  substance  tends 
to  the  knowledge  of  God  as  its  last  end. 
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Again.  The  operation  proper  to  a  thing  is  its  end,  for  it 
is  the  thing's  second  perfection.  Thus,  that  which  is  well 
conditioned  for  its  proper  operation  is  said  to  be  fit  and 
good.  Now  intellection  (intelligere)  is  the  proper  opera- 
tion of  the  intellectual  substance,  and  consequently  is  its 
end.  Therefore,  whatever  is  most  perfect  in  this  operation 
is  its  last  end;  especially  so  in  those  operations,  such  as 
understanding  and  sensing,  which  are  not  directed  to  some 
product.32  And  since  operations  of  this  kind  are  specified 
by  their  objects,  being  known  also  through  them,  it  fol- 
lows necessarily  that  the  more  perfect  the  object  of  any 
such  operation,  the  more  perfect  is  the  operation  itself. 
Consequently  the  act  of  intellecting  the  most  perfect  in- 
telligible object,  namely  God,  is  the  most  perfect  act  in 
the  genus  of  the  operation  called  "understanding"  (intel- 
ligere). Therefore  to  know  God  by  an  act  of  intellection 
is  the  last  end  of  every  intellectual  substance. 

Someone  might  however  say  that  the  last  end  of  an 
intellectual  substance  consists  indeed  in  intellecting  the 
best  intelligible  object,  but  that  what  is  the  best  intelligible 
object  for  this  or  that  intellectual  substance  is  not  abso- 
lutely the  best  intelligible,  and  that  the  higher  the  intel- 
lectual substance,  the  higher  is  its  best  intelligible.  So  that 
perhaps  the  highest  created  intellectual  substance  has  for 
its  best  intelligible  object  that  which  is  best  absolutely, 
and  its  happiness  will  consist  in  knowing  God,  whereas 
the  happiness  of  any  lower  intellectual  substance  will  con- 
sist in  knowing  some  lower  intelligible  object,  which  how- 
ever will  be  the  highest  reality  known  by  it.  And  above 
all,  in  view  of  the  weakness  of  the  human  intellect,  it  would 
seem  not  to  be  in  its  power  to  apprehend  that  which  is 
absolutely  the  best  intelligible  thing;  the  human  intellect 
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being  as  well  adapted  for  knowing  the  supremely  intel- 
ligible "as  the  owl's  eye  for  seeing  the  sun."33 

It  is  evident  nevertheless  that  the  end  of  any  intellectual 
substance,  even  the  lowest,  is  to  know  God.  For  it  was 
shown  above34  that  God  is  the  last  end  toward  which  all 
things  tend.  And  although  it  is  the  lowest  in  the  order  of 
intellectual  substances,  the  human  intellect  is  superior  to 
all  things  devoid  of  intellect.  Since  then  a  more  noble  sub- 
stance has  not  a  less  noble  end,  God  Himself  will  be  the 
end  also  of  the  human  intellect.  Now,  as  we  have  shown, 
every  intelligent  being  attains  to  its  last  end  by  understand- 
ing it.  Therefore  the  human  intellect  attains  to  God  as  its 
end  by  understanding  Him. 

Again.  Just  as  things  devoid  of  intellect  tend  to  God  as 
their  end  by  way  of  assimilation,  so  do  intellectual  sub- 
stances by  way  of  knowledge,  as  is  evident  from  what  has 
been  said.  Now,  although  things  lacking  intellect  tend 
toward  a  likeness  to  their  proximate  agent  causes,  the  in- 
tention of  nature  does  not  rest  there  but  has  for  its  end  a 
likeness  to  the  highest  good,  as  we  have  proved.35  Yet  such 
things  are  able  to  attain  to  this  likeness  in  a  most  imperfect 
manner.  Therefore,  however  little  be  the  knowledge  of 
God  to  which  the  intellect  is  able  to  attain,  this  will  be 
the  intellect's  last  end,  rather  than  a  perfect  knowledge  of 
lower  intelligibles. 

Moreover.  Everything  desires  most  of  all  its  last  end. 
But  the  human  intellect  desires,  loves  and  enjoys  the  knowl- 
edge of  divine  things,  though  it  can  grasp  but  little  about 
them,  more  than  the  perfect  knowledge  which  it  has  of  the 
lowest  things.  Man's  last  end  therefore  is  to  understand 
God  in  some  way. 

Further.  Everything  tends  to  a  likeness  of  God  as  its 
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own  end.  Therefore  that  whereby  a  thing  is  most  of  all 
likened  to  God  is  its  last  end.  Now  the  intellectual  creature 
is  especially  likened  to  God  in  that  it  is  intellectual,  for  this 
likeness  belongs  to  it  above  other  creatures,  and  this  in- 
cludes all  other  likenesses.  And  in  this  particular  kind  of 
likeness  it  is  more  like  God  in  understanding  actually  than 
in  understanding  "habitually"  (in  habitu),  or  in  under- 
standing potentially.  For  God  is  always  understanding  ac- 
tually, as  was  proved  in  the  First  Book.36  And  as  regards 
what  the  intellect  understands  actually,  it  is  by  apprehend- 
ing God  Himself  that  it  is  in  the  highest  mode  likened  to 
Him;  for  God  Himself,  in  knowing  Himself,  knows  all 
other  things,  as  was  proved  also  in  the  First  Book.37  To 
understand  God  is  then  the  last  end  of  every  intellectual 
substance. 

Again.  That  which  is  lovable  only  because  of  another 
thing  is  for  the  sake  of  that  which  is  lovable  solely  on  its 
own  account;  for  it  is  impossible  to  go  on  indefinitely  in 
the  appetite  of  nature  since  nature's  desire  would  then  be 
in  vain,  and  it  is  impossible  to  pass  through  an  infinite 
number  of  things.  But  all  sciences,  arts,  and  powers  of  a 
practical  nature  are  lovable  only  for  the  sake  of  something 
else,  because  their  end  is  not  to  know  but  to  operate.  Spec- 
ulative sciences,  on  the  other  hand,  are  lovable  for  their 
own  sake,  since  their  end  is  the  very  act  of  knowing.  Nor, 
with  the  exception  of  speculative  thought,  is  there  any 
action  in  human  life  that  is  not  directed  to  some  other 
end  than  knowledge  as  such.  Even  playful  actions,  seem- 
ingly done  without  purpose,  have  a  certain  end  due  to 
them,  namely,  to  provide  mental  relaxation  somehow  or 
other,  so  that  afterwards  we  may  become  more  fit  for 
studious  occupations;  were  play  desirable  for  its  own  sake, 
then  it  would  always  be  in  order;  which  is  incongruous. 
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So  the  practical  arts  are  ordered  to  the  speculative  arts,  and 
likewise  every  human  operation  to  intellectual,  specula- 
tive operation  as  its  end.  Now  in  all  sciences  and  arts  that 
are  mutually  ordered  the  last  end  seems  to  belong  to  the 
one  from  which  the  others  derive  their  rules  and  prin- 
ciples. Thus  the  art  of  sailing  (to  which  the  ship's  purpose, 
namely  its  use,  pertains)  provides  rules  and  principles  to 
the  art  of  ship  building.  And  such  is  the  relation  of  first 
philosophy  to  other  speculative  sciences,  since  all  others 
depend  on  it  inasmuch  as  they  derive  their  principles  from 
it  and  are  directed  by  it  in  defending  those  principles. 
Moreover,  first  philosophy  itself,  as  a  whole,  is  ordered  to 
the  knowledge  of  God  as  its  last  end,  and  for  this  reason 
is  given  the  name  also  of  "divine  science."38  Therefore  the 
last  end  of  all  human  knowledge  and  activity  is  the  knowl- 
edge of  God. 

Further.  In  all  mutually  ordered  agents  and  movers,  the 
end  of  the  first  agent  and  mover  must  be  the  end  of  all, 
just  as  the  end  of  the  commander-in-chief  is  the  end  of  all 
who  are  soldiering  under  him.  Now,  of  all  the  parts  of 
man  the  intellect  is  the  highest  mover,  for  it  moves  the 
appetite  by  proposing  its  object  to  it;  and  the  intellective 
appetite,  or  the  will,  moves  the  sensitive  appetites,  namely, 
the  irascible  and  the  concupiscible.  And  so  it  is  that  we  do 
not  obey  concupiscence  unless  the  will  commands,  while 
the  sensitive  appetite,  when  the  will  has  given  its  consent, 
moves  the  body.  Therefore  the  end  of  the  intellect  is  the 
end  of  all  human  actions.  Now  "truth  is  the  intellect's  end 
and  its  good,"39  and  consequently  its  last  end  is  the  First 
Truth.  Therefore  the  last  end  of  the  whole  man,  and  of  all 
his  deeds  and  desires,  is  to  know  the  First  Truth,  which 
is  God. 

Moreover.  The  desire  to  know  the  causes  of  the  things 
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they  see  is  naturally  present  in  all  men;  and  so  through 
wondering  at  the  things  they  saw,  whose  causes  were  hid- 
den from  them,  men  first  began  to  philosophize,  and  when 
they  had  discovered  the  cause  they  were  at  rest.  Nor  does 
inquiry  cease  until  the  first  cause  is  attained:  "Then  do  we 
deem  ourselves  to  know  perfectly,  when  we  know  the 
first  cause."40  Therefore  man  naturally  desires  as  his  last 
end  to  know  the  first  cause.  But  God  is  the  first  cause  of 
all  things.  Therefore  man's  last  end  is  to  know  God. 

Again.  Man  naturally  desires  to  know  the  cause  of  any 
known  effect.  But  the  human  intellect  knows  universal 
being.  Therefore  it  naturally  desires  to  know  its  cause, 
which  is  God  alone,  as  was  proved  in  the  Second  Book.41 
Now  one  has  not  attained  to  one's  last  end  until  the  natu- 
ral desire  is  at  rest.  Hence  for  man's  happiness,  which  is 
his  last  end,  no  intellectual  knowledge  whatever  suffices 
except  the  knowledge  of  God,  which  terminates  his  natu- 
ral desire  as  his  last  end.  The  knowledge  of  God  is  itself 
therefore  man's  ultimate  end. 

Further.  A  body  that  tends  by  its  natural  appetite  to  its 
proper  place  is  moved  all  the  more  vehemently  and  rapidly 
the  nearer  it  approaches  its  end.  Hence  Aristotle  proves 
that  a  natural  straight  movement  cannot  be  toward  an  in- 
definite point,  because  it  then  would  not  be  moved  after- 
ward more  than  before.42  Consequently  that  which  tends 
more  vehemently  to  a  thing  afterward  than  before  is  not 
moved  toward  an  indefinite  point  but  toward  something 
fixed.  Now  this  we  find  in  the  desire  of  knowledge,  for 
the  more  one  knows,  the  greater  is  one's  desire  to  know. 
Hence  man's  natural  desire  for  knowledge  tends  to  a 
definite  end.  This,  however,  can  be  none  other  than  the 
highest  thing  knowable,  which  is  God.  Therefore  the 
knowledge  of  God  is  man's  last  end. 
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Now  the  last  end  of  man  and  of  any  intellectual  sub- 
stance is  called  happiness  or  beatitude,  for  it  is  this  which 
every  intellectual  substance  desires  as  its  last  end  and  for 
its  own  sake  alone.  Therefore  the  ultimate  beatitude  or 
happiness  of  every  intellectual  substance  is  to  know  God. 

Wherefore  it  is  said  (Matt.  5:8):  "Blessed  are  the  clean 
of  heart  for  they  shall  see  God";  and  (Jo.  17:3):  "This  is 
eternal  life,  that  they  may  know  thee,  the  only  true  God." 
Aristotle  agrees  with  this  judgment  also  when  he  says  that 
man's  ultimate  happiness  is  speculative,  and  this  with  re- 
gard to  the  highest  object  of  speculation.43 


NOTES 

PREFACE 

i.  Although  I  have  consulted  various  English  translations  of 
parts  of  this  collection  and  found  some  of  them  very  helpful,  I 
assume  complete  responsibility  for  all  my  translations  in  this 
volume.  In  every  case  my  renderings  are  based  upon  the  Latin 
texts  of  St.  Thomas  in  the  best  editions  immediately  available 
to  me. 

2.  I  do  not  mean  to  imply  that  St.  Thomas'  commentaries 
do  not  represent  his  true  thought.  I  am  only  referring  to  the 
broad  fact  that  in  his  Aristotelian  commentaries,  St.  Thomas 
is  above  all  the  expositor,  while  in  his  theological  commen- 
taries, he  is  above  all  the  meditator;  so  that,  whereas  in  the 
first  he  is  almost  exclusively  concerned  with  giving  a  clear 
account  of  the  essential  meaning  or  intention  of  the  Philos- 
opher's thought,  in  the  second  he  allows  himself  a  much  freer 
hand.  For  usually  it  is  in  systematizing  and  drawing  out  the 
implications  of  the  theological  writings  of  others  that  the  An- 
gelic Doctor  presents  and  develops  his  own  original  meta- 
physical insights. 


WHAT   IS   METAPHYSICS? 

i.  Commentary  on  The  Trinity  of  Boethius,  quest.  5,  art.  1 
(In  Boeth.  de  Trin.,  V,  1:  "Whether  the  division  is  fitting 
whereby  speculative  science  is  divided  into  these  three  parts: 
natural  science,  mathematical  science,  and  divine  science?"). 
I  am  indebted  to  Father  Paul  Wyser's  edition  of  this  work  for 
references  to  citations  made  by  St.  Thomas  in  this  text. 

2.  There  seems  to  be  no  single  English  word  that  conveys 
the  meaning  of  "habitus"— a  meaning  radically  opposed  to  that 
of  "habit,"  as  implying  a  mechanical,  unfree,  repetitiousness 
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(a  "rut")  in  man's  behavior.  "Habitus,"  on  the  contrary,  desig- 
nates a  stable  perfection  appertaining  principally  to  the  free, 
spiritual  soul  and  necessary  in  order  to  raise  it  to  a  higher  level 
or  to  dispose  it  for  and  to  facilitate  operations  chiefly  of  a 
rational,  free,  nature,  or  those  under  reason's  control  or  com- 
mand. 

3.  Cf.  Eth.  Nicom.,  VI,  1  (1139a  12  ff.). 

4.  De  Civ.  Dei,  VIII,  4  (PL  41,  228;  i.e.,  Fatrologia  Latina, 
Migne  ed.,  vol.  41,  col.  228). 

5.  Aristotle,  Metaph.,  Ill  (B),  2  (996b  14-23). 

6.  De  An.,  Ill,  8  (43^24). 

7.  Pseudo-Dionysius,  Epistula  VII,  2  (PG  3,  1080b;  i.e.,  Fa- 
trologia Graeca,  Migne  ed.,  vol.  3,  col.  1080b). 

8.  Eth.  Nico?n.,  VI,  9  (1142a  11-19). 

9.  Metaph.,  VI  (E),  1  (1026a  18). 

10.  Phys.,  II,  2  (193b  23;  194b  14). 

11.  Claudius  Ptolemaeus,  Syntaxis  Mathematica,  I,  1  {Opera 
Ofnnia,  I,  5,  7-10). 

12.  De  An.,  Ill,  10  (433a  14). 

13.  Metaph.,  II  (a),  1  (993b  20). 

14.  Which  are  essential  differences  of  the  sensible  as  such. 

15.  Aristotle,  Anal.  Post.,  I,  6  (74b  5— 75a  17). 

16.  Aristotle,  Metaph.,  IX  (®),  8  (1050b  1 1-15). 

17.  St.  Thomas  has  now  defined  "the  first  order"  or  "de- 
gree" of  abstraction. 

18.  This  is  the  second  order  of  abstraction. 

19.  Namely,  all  beings  not  necessarily  limited  in  their  reali- 
zation to  the  physical  or  hylomorphic  order.  This,  of  course, 
is  the  third  order  of  abstraction. 

20.  Eth.  Nicom.,  VI,  3  ff.  (1139b  14  ff.). 

21.  Metaph.,Vl  (E),  1  (1026a  18). 

22.  Metaph.,1  (A),  1  (981b  21,982a  1);  2  (982a  14-17,  30  f.). 

23.  In  Isagogen  Porphyrii  Comm.,  ed.  secundae,  liber  I,  cap. 

3- 

24.  Hugo  a  S.  Victore,  Didascalion  III,  3  (PL  176,  768). 

25.  Cf.  Metaph.,  II  (a),  3  (995a  12-14). 
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26.  Averroes,  In  II  Metaphysicae,  com.  15  (Venetiis  1574,  X, 
fol.  35r). 

27.  Eth.  Nicom.,  VI,  9  ( 1 142a  1 1-19). 

28.  Metaph.,  VI  (E),  1  (1025b  22). 

29.  Cf.  Aristotle,  Eth.  Nicom.,  VI,  13  (1144b  17-30). 

30.  De  civ.  Dei,  IV,  21  (PL  41,  128;  cf.  PL  41,  258,  789). 

31.  Liber  Canonis  in  Medicina  (Venetiis  1564, 1  6). 

32.  De  civ.  Dei,  IX,  1  (PL  41,  623). 

33.  T.  M.  Varro,  Liber  de  Philosophia. 

34.  Aristotle,  Eth.  Nicom.,  X,  7-8  (1177a  12). 

35.  I.e.,  no  science  other  than  metaphysics  considers  even 
its  own  particular  subject,  qua  being. 

36.  Materially  speaking. 

37.  I.e.,  any  transcendental  principle. 

38.  I.e.,  being  as  existing  actually  or  possibly  in  whatever  is. 
This,  according  to  St.  Thomas,  is  the  subject  of  metaphysics. 

39.  Metaph.,  Tract  I,  3  (Venetiis  1508,  fol.  7irb-7iva). 

40.  Preface  to  Commentary  on  Aristotle's  Metaphysics  {In 
Metaph.  Aristotelis,  Prooemium). 

41.  1,5  (1254a). 

42.  Ibid.  (1254b). 

43.  I.e.,  not,  as  it  were,  altogether  unspecified. 

44.  Throughout  this  text  St.  Thomas  uses  "genus"  in  such 
a  broad  sense  that  it  is  practically  equivalent  to  what  is  com- 
monly called  "order"  or  "order  of  being";  and  not  once  does 
"genus''''  here  signify  the  logical  intention  of  that  name.  St. 
Thomas,  following  Aristotle,  proved  that  being  ( ens)  is  not  a 
genus  in  this  strict  (logical)  sense.  E.g.,  cf.  I  Metaph.,  9,  139; 
III,  8,  433.  (All  references  to  this  work  use  the  numbering 
given  in  the  Cathala  edition.) 

45.  In  Aristotle  and  St.  Thomas  "natural  science"  (scientia 
naturalis)  is  synonymous  with  "natural  philosophy"  (philo- 
sophia naturalis),  namely,  philosophy  of  nature,  or  "cosmol- 
ogy" as  it  has  been  more  commonly  called  since  the  18th 
century. 
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46.  Ens  commune— being  as  common  to  all  that  is  in  any 
mode. 

47.  First  philosophy,  or  metaphysics. 

48.  Viz.,  God,  the  intelligences,  common  being. 

49.  In  this  work,  St.  Thomas  often  uses  the  terms  ens 
commune  and  ens  inquantum  ens  interchangeably.  Thus,  St. 
Thomas  here  seems  to  be  saying  only  that  being,  considered 
precisely  as  being,  need  not  be  material.  Cf.  In  Boeth.  de  Trin., 
V,  1,  where  this  point  is  explained  by  St.  Thomas. 

50.  Viz.,  the  fact  that  it  considers  the  supremely  intelligible 
beings,  the  most  universal  or  common  principles,  and  the  first 
causes. 

51.  I.e.,  natural  theology. 

52.  God  and  the  intelligences. 


THE   SUBJECT   OF    METAPHYSICS 

i.  The  following  five  paragraphs  are  taken  from  the  Com- 
mentary on  Aristotle's  Metaphysics,  Book  IV,  lect.  1  (IV 
Metaph.,  1,  529-32). 

2.  The  inseparable  accidents  appertaining  to  that  subject  as 
such. 

3.  Geometry  deals  only  with  the  essential  properties  of  its 
objects. 

4.  E.g.,  risibility,  the  capacity  for  laughter,  is  an  essential 
accident— an  inseparable  property  or  attribute— of  man,  but  in 
relation  to  animal  nature  as  such  it  is,  so  to  speak,  only  an 
accidental  accident. 

5.  Thus  mathematics,  like  all  the  particular  sciences,  treats 
of  some  essential  mode  of  being;  it  takes  a  "part"  of  being  and 
considers  it  under  that  aspect  or  attribute  that  belongs  to  it 
essentially. 

6.  VI  Metaph.,  1,  1 147.  It  is  for  this  reason  that  metaphysics 
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is  called  the  universal  science,  or  the  common  science.  Logic 
is  equally  as  universal  in  its  scope  as  metaphysics,  for  "all  be- 
ings fall  under  the  consideration  of  reason"  (IV  Metaph.,  4, 
574).  But  logic  and  metaphysics  differ  primarily  in  this,  that 
while  it  pertains  to  metaphysics  to  consider  every  and  any 
being,  precisely  as  existing,  actually  or  possibly,  it  is  the  office 
of  logic  to  treat  of  any  and  every  being,  precisely  as  known  or 
as  lcnowable,  i.e.,  as  existing  in  the  reason  actually  or  possibly. 

7.  lbid.,n.  1 148. 

8.  Ibid.,n.  1151. 

9.  Disputed  Questions  On  Truth,  quest.  21,  art.  4,  reply  to 
4th  obj.  (De  Ver.,  XXI,  4,  ad  4). 

10.  X/7  Metaph.,  1,  2419. 

11.  Viz.,  the  composition  of  predicate  with  subject  in  the 
judgment. 

12.  Commentary  on  Aristotle's  work  On  Interpretation, 
Book  I,  lect.  5,  end  (7  Peri  Hermeneias,  5,  fin.). 

13.  Commentary  on  Peter  Lombard's  Sentences,  Book  I,  dis- 
tinction 8,  quest.  1,  art.  1  (/  Sent.,  VIII,  1,1). 

14.  Summa  Theologica,  First  Part,  quest.  5,  art.  1,  reply  to 
1st  obj.  (ST  I,  5,  1,  ad  1). 

15.  X/7  Metaph.,  1,  2419. 

16.  Summa  Contra  Gentiles,  Book  II,  chap.  54  (CG  II,  54). 

17.  ST  I,  3,  4. 

18.  The  following  two  paragraphs  are  taken  from  the  Dis- 
puted Questions  On  the  Power  of  God,  quest.  7,  art.  2,  reply 
to  9th  obj.  (De  Pot.,  VII,  2,  ad  9).  Cf.  ST  I,  4,  1,  ad  3. 

19.  Potentiality  basically  and  primarily  means  capacity  for 
being-in-act— for  esse. 

20.  The  act  of  existing  is  essentially  diverse  from  the  essence 
which  it  actualizes  or  determines  to  be. 

21.  The  basic  "potentiality"  that  determines  esse  is  the  es- 
sence. 

22.  ST  I,  8,  1. 
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23.  Disputed  Questions  On  Spiritual  Creatures,  art.  8,  reply- 
to  3rd  obj.  (De  Spiritualibus  Creaturis,  VIII,  ad  3). 

24.  ST  I— II,  2,  5,  ad  2. 

25.  Viz.,  all  modes  of  being. 

26.  /  Sent.,  XVII,  1,  2,  ad  3. 

27.  ST  I,  48,  2,  ad  2.  It  is  crucially  important  to  note  that  it 
is  being  as  essence,  and  not  as  in  act  of  being,  which  is  dis- 
tributed among  the  categories.  "Nothing,"  says  St.  Thomas 
(De  Pot.,  VII,  3),  "is  placed  in  a  category  according  to  its  act 
of  existing  (esse)  but  only  by  reason  of  its  quiddity." 

28.  On  Being  and  Essence,  Ch.  I  (De  Ente  et  Essentia,  I). 

29.  Ibid. 

30.  St.  Thomas'  literal  translation  of  Aristotle's  to  t'l  yjv  elvat 
-Post.  Anal.,  I,  22  (82b  38);  De  Anima,  III,  6  (430b  28); 
Metaph.,  VII,  3  (1028b  34)—,  a  phrase  untranslatable  literally 
into  clear  English. 

31.  The  meaning  of  the  Avicennian  word  ^certitudo^  which 
St.  Thomas  uses  here,  is  not  conveyed  in  English  by  "certi- 
tude" or  "fixity"  or  by  any  such  single  word.  "Form"  in  this 
statement  signifies  the  whole  essence. 


MODES    AND   DIVISIONS    OF    BEING    (ens) 

i.  I.e.,  exists  substantially. 

2.  Disputed  Questions  On  Truth,  quest.  21,  art.  4,  reply  to 
4th  obj.  (De  Ver.,  XXI,  4,  ad  4). 

3.  The  following  paragraph  is  from  //  Sent.,  XXXIV,  1,1. 

4.  So,  St.  Thomas  continues,  taking  being  in  the  second 
mode,  we  say  absolutely  that  evils  are  in  the  universe. 

5.  Quodlibetal  Questions,  quodl.  2,  quest.  2,  art.  3  (Quodl. 
II,  2,  3)- 

6.  Taking  accidens  with  reference  only  to  its  participial 
sense  of  "acceding  to." 
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7.  Because  it  does  not  exist  in  all  beings  in  the  same  mode. 

8.  De  Pot.  V,  4,  ad  3.  The  act  of  substantial  being  is  called 
an  "accident"  only  analogically,  inasmuch  as,  like  the  predica- 
mental  accident,  it  is  not  included  in  the  essence,  but  "accedes 
to"  it.  This  "likeness"  must  be  understood  formally;  for  the 
predicamental  accident,  while  not  a  part  of  the  essence  strictly 
and  specifically  so  called,  nevertheless  is  an  essential  determi- 
nation, whereas  esse  is  altogether  outside  the  order  of  essence. 

9.  IV  Metaph.,  4,  574. 

10.  And  thus  also,  the  logician. 

11.  V  Metaph.,  9,  885,  with  889  f.,  897;  VI,  2,  1171;  and  ST 
III,  10,  3.  The  foregoing  is  a  summary,  not  a  verbatim  trans- 
lation. 

12.  Ibid.,  n.  886. 

13.  V  Metaph.,  9,  889. 

14.  Put  in  logical  terms,  the  concept  of  the  difference  is  not 
included  in  the  concept  of  the  genus. 

15.  Metaph.,  Ill  (B),  3  (998b  18-26). 

16.  V  Metaph.,  9,  890. 

17.  Ibid.,  n.  893. 

18.  IX  Metaph.,  5,  1826  f. 

19.  DePot.,1,  1. 

20.  St.  Thomas  is  using  the  one  word,  potentia,  to  signify 
potency  in  any  mode;  whereas  in  English  "power"  is  almost 
always  used  to  designate  active  potentia  alone.  Let  us  use  "po- 
tentiality" to  signify  passive  potentia. 

21.  The  following  four  paragraphs  are  found  in  CG  II,  53. 
Cf.  ST  I,  77,  1:  Potentiality  and  act  divide  every  being  and 
every  genus  of  being. 

22.  I.e.,  created  intellectual  ones;  but  the  argument  applies 
to  all  other  created  substances  as  well. 

23.  The  participator  is  the  receiver  of  the  participated  and 
as  such  is  potential  with  respect  to  the  latter. 

24.  They  exist  and  are  not  the  existence  they  have. 

25.  As  subject  of  an  existence  which  it  itself  is  not,  every 
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creature  is  but  a  certain  receptive  capacity— a  potentiality— 
for  that  act  (esse)  which  purely  and  simply  makes  it  to  be. 

26.  CG  I,  18. 

27.  And,  as  we  have  seen,  such  is  every  creature.  Cf.  ST  I, 
3,  7:  "In  every  composite,  there  must  be  potentiality  and 
act  .  .  .  ,  for  either  one  of  the  parts  actualizes  another,  or  in 
any  case  all  the  parts  are  as  it  were  in  potency  with  respect 
to  the  constitution  of  the  whole." 

28.  Quodl.,  Ill,  20. 

29.  ST  I,  54,  3. 

30.  Possesses  esse  without  being  one  with  it. 

31.  Cf.  ST  I,  3,4. 

32.  CG  III,  65. 

33.  ST  I,  75,  5,  ad  4. 

34.  I.e.,  the  passive  potency,  or  the  potentiality. 

35.  Which  in  the  angel  is  the  essence. 

36.  CG  II,  52. 

37.  And  hence  cannot  be  pluralized  or  multiplied;  esse,  con- 
sidered in  itself,  is  simply  other  than  essence,  whereby  alone 
esse  can  be  diversified,  and,  so  to  speak,  distributed  among 
beings. 

38.  De  Pot.,  VII,  2,  ad  5. 

39.  De  ente  et  essentia,  IV  (Chapter  numbering  of  the 
Roland-Gosselin  edition). 

40.  I.e.,  an  angelic  spiritual  substance. 

41.  De  ente  et  essentia,  ibid. 

42.  This  illustrates  the  capital  point  that  knowledge  of  an 
essence  does  not  itself  give  or  include  any  knowledge  what- 
ever of  its  existence. 

43.  This  "perhaps"  is  purely  rhetorical  and  does  not  indi- 
cate any  doubt  in  St.  Thomas'  mind  that  such  a  Being  exists; 
for,  as  we  see,  St.  Thomas  here  refers  to  God— Ipsum  Esse 
Subsistens. 

44.  CG  II,  52  (near  the  end  of  chapter). 
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45.  The  concluding  five  paragraphs  are  taken  from  CG  II, 

54- 

46.  The  pre-Socratic  philosophers  of  nature. 

THE  ANALOGICITY   OF   BEING 

i.  IV  Metaph.,  1,  534. 

2.  ST  I,  13,  5,  ad  1. 

3.  On  the  Nature  of  the  Genus,  near  the  end  (De  natura 
generis,  I,  in  fine).  This  Opusculwn,  considered  authentic  by 
Msgr.  Grabmann,  is  thought  to  be  of  doubtful  authenticity  by 
Father  Mandonnet.  In  any  case  it  contains  a  great  deal  of  sound 
Thomistic  doctrine,  as  exemplified  in  the  text  just  cited. 

4.  Though  non-being  is  a  mere  being-of -reason,  having,  of 
course,  no  basis  in  reality. 

5.  r,  2  (1033b  10). 

6.  De  Ver.,  II,  11,  ad  5.  "The  unity  of  metaphysics,  and 
hence  its  very  existence  as  a  science,  is  made  possible  only 
through  the  reduction  of  its  multiform  objects  (substance, 
accident,  becoming,  the  opposites— even  non-being)  to  the 
analogical  unity  of  being.  This  reduction  can  be  effected,  for, 
though  being  is  diversely  participated  in  all  beings,  it  nonethe- 
less in  some  way  exists  in  them  all."  James  F.  Anderson,  The 
Bond  of  Being  (St.  Louis:  Herder,  1949),  p.  316. 

7.  IV  Metaph.,  1,  535. 

8.  The  following  four  paragraphs,  slightly  rearranged,  are 
taken  from  Co?nment.  in  1  Sent.,  XIX,  5,  2,  ad  1. 

9.  Commonly  referred  to  as  "analogy  of  proportion  or  at- 
tribution." 

10.  Note  that  the  concept  here  is  univocal  in  itself  and  is 
only  used  analogically. 

11.  Called  by  Cajetan  "analogy  of  inequality." 

12.  Cf.  Aristotle,  Metaph.,  I  (a),  10. 

13.  Analogy  of  proper  proportionality. 

14.  Viz.,  in  all  instances  of  proper  proportionality. 
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15.  "And  so,"  St.  Thomas  continues,  "I  say  that  truth  and 
goodness  and  all  such  terms  [i.e.,  all  terms  signifying  pure  per- 
fections] are  in  this  mode  predicated  analogically  of  God  and 
creatures." 

16.  Commentary  on  Aristotle's  Nicomachean  Ethics  (I  Eth., 
7,  95  f.  Numbering  is  that  of  the  Pirotta  edition). 

17.  The  three  kinds  of  predication  signalized  above  are  all 
cases  of  analogy  of  proportion  or  attribution.  Note  that  the 
first  two  examples  are  of  predicates  intrinsically  and  formally 
univocal;  the  third  of  a  predicate  intrinsically  and  formally 
analogical. 

18.  I.e.,  they  may  agree  according  to  analogy  of  proper  pro- 
portionality. 

19.  Proper  proportionality. 

20.  This  conclusion  follows  from  the  fact  that  analogy  of 
proper  proportionality  consists  in  the  intrinsic  proportional 
participation  of  a  common  perfection,  whereas  analogy  of 
proportion  or  attribution,  considered  as  such,  apart  from  the 
not  infrequent  co-presence  of  the  former  analogy,  does  not. 

21.  The  following  section  is  taken  from  De  Ver.,  II,  11. 

22.  Thus  it  is  clear  that  univocal  predication  itself  rests  upon 
diversity  in  act  of  existing,  and  consequently  upon  the  analogy 
of  being  in  exercised  act. 

23.  And  all  our  words  are  derived  from  our  knowledge  of 
creatures. 

24.  Or  any  other  name  properly  predicated  of  God  and 
creature. 

25.  That  of  a  sign  or  an  indication. 

26.  Note  that  St.  Thomas  does  not  argue  here  that  "analogy 
of  proportion"  can  in  no  sense  obtain  between  the  creature 
and  God,  but  he  does  exclude  this  analogy  in  what  he  appar- 
ently takes  to  be  the  strict  and  proper  sense  of  it,  as  involving 
some  mutual  determinate  relation. 

27.  Symbolic  or  metaphorical  predication  is  therefore  called 
"analogy  of  improper  proportionality."  The  predicates  are 
univocal  in  their  proper  meanings  and  are  simply  transferred 
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to  diverse  subjects  because  of  a  certain  proportional  likeness 
of  a  dynamical  character  between  them.  Cf.  James  F.  Ander- 
son, The  Bond  of  Being,  Part  Three. 

28.  And  thus  no  limitation. 

29.  I.e.,  in  transcendental  terms,  which  are  intrinsically  ana- 
logical by  analogy  of  proper  proportionality. 

30.  /  Sent.,  XXXV,  1,  4.  Observe  the  analogical  use  of 
"form"  in  this  sentence.  The  act  of  existing  can  be  called  a 
"form"  only  in  virtue  of  a  certain  proportional  likeness,  the 
act  of  existing  having  proportionally,  and  only  proportionally, 
the  same  status  and  role  vis-a-vis  essence  as  does  form  vis-a-vis 
matter. 

31.  DePot.,  VII,  3. 

32.  De  Pot.,  VII,  7. 


GENERAL  INTRODUCTION  TO  THE 
TRANSCENDENTALS 

i.  /  Sent.,  VIII,  1,3. 

2.  ST  I,  5,  4,  ad  1,  with  I— II,  27,  1,  ad  3. 

3.  Except  beauty.  This  entire  section  is  from  De  Ver.,  I,  1. 

4.  Tract  1,  bk.  2,  ch.  1  (Venetiis,  1495,  p.  5,  col.  2). 

5.  Nothing  is  'outside'  being,  except  non-being,  while  the 
specific  difference  and  the  accident  are  as  such  extrinsic  to  the 
genus  and  the  subject  respectively. 

6.  998b  22. 

7.  A  thing  is  said  to  be  "according  to  its  essence"  inasmuch 
as  it  is  through  and  in  its  essence  that  the  thing  exists.  But  St. 
Thomas'  phrase  here  cannot  be  taken  to  suggest  that  the  es- 
sence confers  the  esse. 

8.  Tract  1,  bk.  2,  ch.  1  (op.  cit.,  p.  6,  col.  1). 

9.  Undividedness  or  integrity. 

10.  I.e.,  exists  as  a  distinct  entity  apart  from. . . . 

11.  Aristotle,  De  An.,  Ill,  431b  21. 

12.  Eth.  Nicom.y  I,  i  (1094a  2  f.). 
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THE  TRANSCENDENTAL:  One 

1.  ST  I,  II,  I. 

2.  De  Div.  Norn.,  V,  2  (PG  3,  977). 

3.  I.e.,  in  its  existential  oneness  or  integrity. 

4.  Cf.  Aristotle,  Metaph.,  I  (A),  5  (987a  13);  6  (987b  23). 

5.  Metaph.,  Ill,  3  (791-). 

6.  One  simpliciter  and  many  secundum  quid. 

7.  De  Dw.  Afow*.,  XIII,  2  (PG  3,  980). 

8.  The  following  paragraphs  concluding  this  section  are 
taken  from  /  Sent.,  XXIV,  1,3. 

9.  Rational  is  inferior  in  relation  to  animal,  but  animal  itself 
comes  under  substance.  Thus  "rational"  is  not  a  specific  dif- 
ference of  substance.  Similarly,  quantitative  multitude  is  sub- 
sumed under  quantity,  but  quantity  is  itself  "inferior  to"  being 
as  such,  since  it  is  a  mode  of  it. 

10.  St.  Thomas  is  referring  to  Aristotle  and  Averroes. 

11.  Cf.  Metaph.,  XIII  (M),  8  (1083b  16). 

12.  I.e.,  the  transcendentals  one  and  many  which  divide 
being. 

13.  Sent.,  I,  24. 

14.  ST  I,  11,  2. 

15.  Cf.  Metaph.,  X  (I),  1  (1052b  18). 

16.  Op.  cit.,  IV  (r),  2  (1004a  15). 

17.  I.e.,  in  relation  to  their  subjects. 

18.  ST  I,  11,  3. 

19.  Q.  3,  a.  3. 

20.  Q.  4,  a.  2. 


the  transcendental:  True 

1.  Be  Ver.,\,  i;cf.  ST  I,  16,3. 

2.  II,  5  (PL  32,  889). 

3.  Secundum  supposita,  i.e.,  in  their  subjects.  Note  that  sup- 
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positality  has  a  meaning  radically  opposed  to  the  usual  mod- 
ern one  of  "subjectivity"  as  implying  psychological  relativism. 

4.  Secundum  rationem. 

5.  Idem  ratione,  i.e.,  the  same  in  their  intelligible  essence  or 
nature. 

6.  PL  64,  13 12. 

7.  Cf.  Aristotle,  Metaph.,  II  (a),  1  (993b  30). 

8.  Metaph.,W  (T),  7  (1011b  25  ff.). 

9.  PL  64,  131 1. 

10.  Direct  quotation  from  the  Latin  version  of  the  De  Causis 
used  by  St.  Thomas  in  his  Expositio  in  Librum  de  Causis; 
Opera  0?nnia,  Parma  edition,  XX,  724  (lectio  4). 

11.  This  Commentary  of  Averroes'  is  extremely  rare  and  I 
have  been  unable  to  consult  it. 

12.  See  Chap.  V,  1,  for  the  first  part  of  this  Respondeo. 

13.  The  ratio  veritatis,  which  consists  in  the  aforesaid  rela- 
tion of  correspondence  or  adequation. 

14.  Soliloquies,  II,  5  (PL  32,  889). 

15.  Metaph.,  VIII,  6  (ioor). 

16.  Isaac  Israeli  (Isaac  Ben  Salomon).  On  this  classic  defini- 
tion, attributed  to  Isaac,  see  J.  T.  Muckle,  C.S.B.,  "Isaac  Israeli's 
Definition  of  Truth"  (Archives  d'hist.  doct.  et  litt.  du  moyen 
age,  viii,  1933,  pp.  5-8). 

17.  De  Veritate,  XI  (PL  158,  480). 

18.  Metaph.,  IV  (r),  7  (1011b  25-29). 

19.  De  Trin.,  V  (PL  10,  131). 

20.  De  Vera  Relig.,  XXXVI  (PL  34,  151). 

21.  Op.cit.,  (PL  34,  147). 

22.  Viz.,  that  truth  consists  in  saying  that  what  is,  is,  and  that 
what  is  not,  is  not. 

23.  Cf.  Metaph.,  IV  (r),  2  (1004a  15). 

24.  Tract  1,  bk.  2,  ch.  1. 

25.  St.  Thomas  is  giving  his  own  interpretation  of  the  fa- 
mous Boethian  distinction  between  esse  and  quod  est.  It  may 
be  that  in  Boethius  himself  the  distinction  is  rather  between  the 
concrete  substance  ("quod  est")  and  the  abstract  nature  or 
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form  ("esse")  in  which  it  participates.  Cf.  M.  Roland-Gosselin, 
Le  "De  Ente  et  Essentia"  pp.  142  ff. 

26.  De  Ver.,  I,  2. 

27.  I.e.,  in  its  principle  or  source. 

28.  I.e.,  by  their  intelligible,  or  sensible,  form. 

29.  Cf.  Aristotle,  De  An.,  Ill,  8  (431b  29  ff.). 

30.  Some  of  the  Sophists.  E.g.,  cf.  Plato's  Dialogue:  Prota- 
goras. 

31.  II,  4  (PL  32,  887). 

32.  Ibid.,  (888). 

33.  Metaph.,  VI  (E),  4  (1027b  25-27). 

34.  Cf.  De  An.,  Ill,  10  (433a  18-20). 

35.  De  Ver.,  I,  1. 

36.  Metaph.,  VI  (E),  4  (1027b  25-27). 

37.  Aristotle,  Metaph.,  X  (I),  1  (1058a  32). 

38.  Things  made  by  human  art. 

39.  Cf.  De  Veritate,  VII  (PL  158,  475). 

40.  Cf.  De  Vera  Religione,  XXXI,  (PL  34,  150). 

41.  Metaph.,  VIII,  6  (ioor)—  or  Metaph.,  VIII,  8,  6  (tract  8, 
bk.  8,  ch.  6). 

42.  Aristotle,  Metaph.,  V  (A),  29  (1024b  21  ff.). 

43.  De  Ver.,  I,  4,  c. 

44.  Peter  Lombard,  In  Fsahn.,  super  XI,  2  (PL  191,  155); 
cf.  St.  Augustine,  Ennar.  in  Psalm.,  super  XI,  2  (PL  36,  138). 

45.  De  Ver.,  VII  and  XIII  (PL  158,  475,  486). 


THE   TRANSCENDENTAL:    Good 

i.  De  Ver.,  XXI,  1. 

2.  Cf.  Eth.  Nicom.,  I,  6  (1096a  23  ff.). 

3.  Cf.  De  Div.  Nom.,  IV,  4;  20  (PG  3,  700;  720,  with  PG  3, 
693,697). 

4.  Cf.  De  Causis,  XX  (p.  177). 

5.  De  Doct.,  Christ.,  I,  32  (PL  34,  32). 

6.  Cf.  De  Hebdom.,  PL  64,  13 13. 
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7.  The  mole  being  blind  by  nature. 

8.  Eth.  Nicom.,  I,  6  (1096a  23  ff.). 

9.  Metaph.,  I,  6,  fol.  721-b. 

10.  I.e.,  either  a  relation  or  a  negation. 

11.  Cf.  Metaph. ,  V  (&),  15  (1021a  30  ff.). 

12.  Secundum  rationem  speciei  tantum. 

13.  Cf.  Metaph.,  VI  (E),  4  (1027b  25  f.). 

14.  Cf.  Eth.  'Nicom.,  I,  1  (1094a  3). 

15.  E.g.,  exercise,  food,  and  complexion  are  called  good  de- 
rivatively or  secondarily  inasmuch  as  they  are,  respectively, 
ordained  to  the  end  of  perfecting,  conserving,  and  signifying 
health  in  the  living  organism. 

16.  "Likeness  is  based  upon  agreement  or  communication  in 
form."  ST  I,  4,  3. 

1 7.  Per  modum  enuntiandi. 

18.  Per  modum  definiendi. 

19.  I.e.,  "being"  signifies  simply  that  which  is  or  can  be,  and 
thus  does  not  actually  and  explicitly  include  in  its  concept 
finality  or  conformity  to  appetite,  signified  by  the  term  good, 
so  that  in  this  sense  the  meaning  of  the  term  being  can  be- 
indeed  is— understood  without  understanding  the  meaning  of 
the  term  good. 

20.  De  Ver.,  XXI,  2.  The  question,  translated  literally,  is: 
"Whether  being  and  good  are  converted  according  to  sup- 
posits?"  This  means:  "Are  they  the  same  in  their  subjects?", 
and  is  equivalent  to  the  question:  "Are  they  really  the  same?" 
Cf.  ST  I,  5,  3:  "Whether  Every  Being  Is  Good." 

21.  Metaph.,  IX,  cap.  6. 

22.  Cf.  Boethius,  De  Div.  Nom.,  cap.  4.  I  have  been  unable 
to  consult  the  commentary  referred  to. 

23.  Metaph.,  Ill  (B),  2  (996a  29). 

24.  De  Causis,  IV  (p.  164). 

25.  Cf.  Categoriae,  12  (14a  29). 

26.  Cf.  Metaph.,  IV  (r),  2  (1003b  5  ff.). 

27.  De  Hebdom.  (PL  64,  13 12). 

28.  hoc.  cit. 
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29.  Cf.  Aristotle,  Phys.,  Ill,  5  (205b  16). 

30.  Phys.,  I,  9  (192a  22). 

31.  De  Consol.  Phil.,  prosa  11,  vers.  fin. 

32.  Cf.  Categoriae,  10  (12a  10  ff.). 

33.  Abstracted  from  existence  and  hence  from  goodness, 
mathematical  entities,  qua  mathematical,  are  not  "good";  but, 
qua  entities— considered  as  existing  in  their  real  subjects— they 
are  "good." 

34.  I.e.,  being  is  prior  to  goodness,  not  as  entailing  their 
non-convertibility,  but  in  the  sense  that  being  expresses  some- 
thing absolutely,  unqualifiedly,  indeterminately,  viz.,  that 
which  is  or  can  be,  whereas  good  adds  to  being  a  certain 
relation. 

35.  Consequent  upon  the  act  of  existing  or  subsisting. 

36.  The  superadded  relation. 

37.  I.e.,  in  the  case  of  all  perfections  superadded  to  being 
that  are  found  in  the  created  order. 

38.  Actual,  fulfilled. 

39.  ST  I,  6,  4,  c. 

40.  Cf.  Aristotle,  Metaph.,  I  (A),  6  (987b  7). 

41.  Aristotle,  Metaph.,  Ill  (B),  2  (997b  8). 

42.  Op.  cit.,  Ill  (B),  4  (999b  26). 

43.  Cf.  Aristotle,  Eth.  Nicom.,  I,  6  (1096a  23). 

44.  St.  Augustine,  De  Civit.  Dei,  VIII,  8  (PL  41,  233);  cf. 
Plato,  Republic,  VI  (508  C). 

45.  Cf.  St.  Augustine,  De  Trin.,  VIII,  3  (PL  42,  949). 

46.  E.g.,  in  Metaph.,  I  (A),  9  (990a  33);  VI  (E),  7-8;  Eth. 
Nicom.,  I,  6  (1096a  11). 

47.  Q.  4,  a.  3. 


THE   TRANSCENDENTAL:    Beauty 

i.  De  Div.  Nom.,  IV,  5  (ad  finem). 

2.  ST  1, 5, 4,  ad  1. 

3.  Since  being  and  goodness  are  convertible,  so  also  are  be- 
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ing  and  beauty.  And  just  as  goodness  differs  from  being  only 
in  reason,  so  does  beauty  differ  from  being  only  in  reason.  It 
is  not  to  be  inferred  from  the  text  cited  above  that  for  St. 
Thomas  beauty  is  limited  to  the  order  of  sense  knowledge  or 
experience.  Nor  is  the  famous  statement— "those  things  are 
said  to  be  beautiful  which  when  seen  please"— to  be  taken  as  a 
formal,  analytical  definition  of  beauty,  but  simply  as  a  nomi- 
nal, descriptive  one,  as  the  context  indeed  makes  clear.  Cf.: 
"Pulchrum  dicatur  id  cujus  ipsa  apprehensio  placet."  ST  I— II, 
27,  1,  ad  3. 

4.  ST  I,  39,  8  (vied.).  Regarding  these  important  require- 
ments allow  me  to  note  the  following,  in  order:  a)  "Integritas 
[organic  wholeness,  interior  unity]  is  consequent  upon  per- 
fection, which  consists  in  a  thing's  very  act  of  existing."  (In 
IV  Sent.,  XXVI,  2,  4.)  b)  Debita  proportio  she  consonatia 
signifies  the  order  and  harmony  whereby  things  are  fittingly 
related  to  each  other  and,  primarily,  are  directed  to  God. 
"Consonance  in  things  is  twofold:  one  as  regards  the  ordina- 
tion of  creatures  to  God  [as  their  last  end  or  good],  the  other 
[secondary  one]  as  regards  the  ordering  of  things  to  one  an- 
other." (De  Div.  Nom.,  IV,  5.)  c)  Claritas,  a  word  which 
seems  to  be  untranslatable  literally,  includes  the  notion  of  in- 
telligibility, since  it  means  the  cognitive— and  not  only  intel- 
lectual—manifestness  of  the  thing's  form. 

From  this  statement  of  the  formal  requirements  of  beauty  it 
can  be  seen  that  beauty  synthesizes  in  a  certain  way,  or  em- 
braces, being,  goodness,  and  truth.  Integrity  and  perfection 
pertain  to  being,  existence,  and  unity;  proportion  or  con- 
sonance to  order,  finality,  and  thus  to  goodness;  splendor  of 
form  (claritas)  to  intelligibility  and  hence  to  truth.  (For  a 
thorough  textual  study  concluding  with  this  capital  point, 
see  Rev.  Gerald  B.  Phelan:  "The  Concept  of  Beauty  in  St. 
Thomas  Aquinas,"  in  Some  Aspects  of  the  New  Scholastic 
Philosophy,  Benziger  Bros.,  1932;  pp.  121-145.)  It  may  be  said 
that  truth  and  beauty  differ  formally  in  this:  whereas  truth  lies 
in  the  conformity  of  being,  qua  intelligible,  and  intellect,  beau- 
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ty  consists  in  the  conformity  of  being,  qua  "consonant"  in  the 
sense  defined,  and  cognitive  power  in  general  of  intelligent 
beings— a  conformity  resulting  not  in  merely  apprehending 
that  which  is,  but  also  in  loving  and  resting  in  it.  (Cf.  De  Div. 
Norn.,  IV,  5,6.) 

5.  The  following  two  sections  comprise  almost  the  whole 
of  Lectures  5  and  6  in  Chapter  IV  of  St.  Thomas'  Commen- 
tary on  The  Divine  Na?nes  (De  Divinis  Nominibus)  of  the 
Pseudo-Dionysius.  Here  we  find  the  most  extensive  presenta- 
tion of  St.  Thomas''  doctrine  of  beauty.  For  the  Angelic  Doc- 
tor, in  appropriating  the  thought  of  the  Pseudo-Dionysius, 
interprets  it  in  the  light  of  his  own  metaphysics.  The  properly 
Platonic  or  neo-Platonic  philosophical  overtones  and  impli- 
cations of  the  Pseudo-Dionysian  text  (profoundly  Christian 
though  it  is)  are  absent  from  St.  Thomas'  Commentary.  Thus 
one  will  note  in  the  latter  the  orientation  toward  esse,  as  act 
of  existing;  the  consequent  existential  analogicity  of  being  qua 
beautiful  and  of  its  participation  and  its  causality.  That  is  to 
say,  St.  Thomas'  Commentary  is  far  from  being  a  simple  ex- 
position of  the  Pseudo-Dionysius'  own  thought  on  beauty; 
the  words  in  which  the  latter  is  expressed  are  accepted  whole- 
heartedly by  St.  Thomas,  but  their  precise  metaphysical  mean- 
ing in  the  Pseudo-Dionysius  is  not  formally  the  same  meta- 
physical meaning  attributed  to  them  by  St.  Thomas— though 
their  specifically  Christian  import,  of  course,  is  substantially 
identical  in  the  minds  of  both  these  Christian  thinkers. 

6.  Continuation:  op.  cit.,  IV,  5. 

7.  End,  op.  cit.,  IV,  5. 

8.  Op.  cit.,  IV,  6. 

9.  As  the  angel  is. 

10.  Prmia  claritas,  viz.,  God. 

1 1 .  I.e.,  in  a  higher  mode  than  they  are  in  themselves. 

12.  Thereby  forming  a  single  system  or  whole. 

13.  I.e.,  harmoniously  ordered. 

14.  End,  op.  cit.,  IV,  6.  Some  slight  paraphrasing  has  seemed 
necessary  in  order  to  render  the  foregoing  into  clear  English. 
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metaphysics  as  Scientia  Divina 

i.  In  Boeth.  de  Trin.,  V,  4. 

2.  De  Genesi  ad  litteram,  VIII,  n.  39  (PL  34,  388). 

3.  Cf.  Phaedrus,  245  D. 

4.  Averroes,  In  I  Physicae,  com.  1  (Venetiis  1574,  fol.  6r). 

5.  Aristotle,  Metaph.,  IV  (r),  1  (1003a  21);  2  (1003b  17  f.). 

6.  Anal.  Post.,  I,  28  (87a  38  f.). 

7.  Averroes,  /e>£.  cit. 

8.  Cf.  Aristotle,  Metaph.,  Ill  (B),  2  (996a  22-27). 

9.  Cf.  Metaph.,  VI  (E),  1  (1026a  16). 

10.  Ibid.,  lines  19-21. 

11.  Phys.,1,  1  (184a  10-12). 

12.  SufpZcientia,  I,  2  (Venetiis  1508,  fol.  i4va). 

13.  Metaph.,Xll  (A), 4  (1070a  31  f.). 

14.  Metaph.,\\  (a),  1  (993b  24-31). 

15.  Atoflp&.,IX(©),8(io49b5);9(io5ia4f.). 

16.  Metaph.,Vl  (E),  1  (i°20a2°)- 

17.  Metaph. ,\\  (a),  1  (993b  9-1 1). 

18.  Phaedrus,  245  D;  Laraitf,  X,  895  B. 

19.  Averroes,  In  VIII  Physicae,  com.  40  (Venetiis  1574,  VI, 
fol.  38or). 

20.  Cf.  Pseudo-Dionysius,  De  divinis  nominibus,  IX,  9  (PG 
3,9i6C). 

2 1.  In  metaphysics,  God,  in  common  with  the  angels,  is  con- 
sidered as  an  immaterial,  immobile  principle  or  cause  of  real 
being,  although  He  is  so  in  an  analogical  mode  infinitely  tran- 
scending that  of  any  angel. 

22.  Averroes,  In  I  De  Coelo,  com.  20  (Venetiis  1574,  VII, 
fol.   i5r);  In  VIII  Metaph.,  com.  4  (Venetiis  1574,  X,  fol. 

21  Ir,   COm.    12,   fol.    220r). 

23.  Response  to  the  Third  Part,  In  Boeth.  de  Trin.,  VI,  1. 

24.  Modus  rationis,  i.e.,  the  process  of  rational  discourse. 

25.  Modus  intellectus,  i.e.,  intellectual  intuition. 

26.  De  consol.  phil.,  IV,  prosa  6. 
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27.  De  div.  nom.,  VII,  2  (PG  3,  868BC). 

28.  Rationalis  consider atio,  i.e.,  ratiocination  or  rational  dis- 
course. 

29.  lntellectus  consideration  i.e.,  intellectual  intuition. 

30.  This  section  comprises  the  whole  of  Chapter  XXV  in 
Book  III  of  the  Summa  Contra  Gentiles:  "That  to  Know  God 
Is  the  End  of  Every  Intellectual  Substance." 

31.  Chap.  XVII. 

32.  I.e.,  in  immanent  operations,  which  do  not  issue  in  effects 
outside  their  efficient  causes  but  remain  in  those  causes  and 
perfect  them. 

33.  Cf.  Aristotle,  Metaph.,  II  (a),  1  (993b  9). 

34.  Chap.  XVII. 

35.  Chap.  XIX. 

36.  CG  I,  56. 

37.  Ibid.,  chap.  49. 

38.  Aristotle,  Metaph.,  I  (A),  2  (983a  6). 

39.  Aristotle,  Eth.  Nicom.,  VI,  2(11 39a  27). 

40.  Aristotle,  Metaph.,  I  (A),  3  (983a  25). 

41.  CG  II,  15. 

42.  Cf.  De  Coelo,  1, 8  (277a  18  ff.). 

43.  Cf. Eth. Nicom.,X,  7  (1177a  18). 
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